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V.  COMMENTS 


V.  REVIEW  AND  ANALYSIS  OF  COMMENTS  RECEIVED 


A.  Summary  of  Comments  on  the  Draft 

lAP/EIS:  We  received  approximately  7,000  written 
comment  letters  on  the  draft  lAP/EIS  during  the  public 
comment  period  of  December  12,  1997  through  March  12, 
1998.  Letters  came  from  every  state  in  the  union  and  from 
a  wide  array  of  citizens,  from  grade-school  children  to  a 
woman  in  her  90s.  Approximately  500  comments  arrived 
via  e-mail  or  in  response  to  comment  forms  we  provided  on 
the  internet.  We  held  nine  public  meetings/subsistence 
hearings  in  January  1998  at  which  197  people  testified. 
The  meetings  were  held  at  Anaktuvuk  Pass,  Anchorage, 
Atqasuk,  Barrow,  Fairbanks,  Nuiqsut,  and  Wainwright, 
Alaska,  and  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  San  Francisco, 
California. 

Many  of  the  7,000  written  comments  were  identical 
statements  prompted  by  mail-in  campaigns  by 
environmental  or  pro-development  organizations.  We 
received  preprinted  postcard  returns  from  members  and 
supporters  of  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment  and 
Sierra  Club  (350),  National  Audubon  Society  (275),  and 
the  Wilderness  Society  and  Alaska  Wilderness  League 
(2,950).  A  campaign  organized  by  the  Natural  Resources 
Defense  Council  prompted  900  form  letters,  and  a 
newspaper  advertisement  in  the  New  York  Times  with  a 
message  to  clip  and  send  to  us  that  opposed  development 
yielded  another  80  responses.  We  also  received  300 
messages  through  about  a  dozen  form  letters  generated  by 
industry  and  labor  groups.  Other  mail-in  campaigns 
produced  smaller  numbers  of  identical  comments. 

We  assigned  tracking  numbers  to  the  comment  letters  in 
roughly  the  order  in  which  they  were  received.  We 
avoided  assigning  tracking  numbers  to  more  than  one  of 
any  set  of  identical  comments.  Thus,  only  2,043  written 
comments  are  listed  in  Appendix  J,  Table  J-1.  Table  J-2  in 
the  same  appendix  lists  the  1 97  people  who  spoke  at  the 
public  meetings. 

All  comment  letters  and  the  hearing  transcripts  were 
reviewed  by  a  team  of  BLM  and  MMS  specialists.  These 
staff  members  identified  comments  which  required  a 
response.  Comments  require  a  response  if  they  "are 
substandve  and  relate  to  inadequacies  or  inaccuracies  in  the 
analysis  or  methodologies  used;  identify  new  impacts  or 


recommend  reasonable  new  alternatives  or  midgation 
measures;  or  involve  substantive  disagreements  on 
interpretations  of  significance."  (BLM  NEPA  Handbook) 
We  have  responded  in  Sec.  V.B.  and  have  revised  the 
lAP/EIS  to  address  many  of  the  concerns  and  incorporate 
additional  information  provided  in  the  public's  comments. 

B.  Comments  and  Responses:  We  have  not 
reproduced  all  the  thousands  of  comment  letters  we 
received.  The  written  and  oral  testimony  reproduced  here, 
however,  includes  or  is  a  representative  summary  of  all  the 
substantive  comments  expressed  by  the  public.  We  have 
numbered  specific  comments  meridng  response  in  the 
letters  and  excerpts  from  the  public  meeting  transcripts. 
The  responses  to  the  comments  are  placed  at  the  end  of 
each  letter  or  oral  testimony  excerpt.  We  have  also  printed 
other  written  and  oral  comments  for  which  no  response  is 
required.  These  comments  are  included  to  provide  readers 
with  a  sense  of  the  range  of  public  sentiment  on  the  future 
management  of  the  planning  area. 

Below  is  a  list  of  the  comments  we  have  reprinted  and  the 
number  assigned  to  each.  Some  comment  responses  refer 
readers  to  other  responses.  Comments  and  responses  are 
reprinted  in  numerical  order,  with  public  meedng 
comments  following  the  written  comments. 

Alaska  Elected  Officials 

U.S.  Senator  Ted  Stevens  (1666) 

U.S.  Representative  Don  Young  (1663) 

Alaska  State  Legislature  (1659,  1665,  1674) 

Alaska  Senator  Dave  Donley  (277) 

Alaska  Speaker  of  the  House  Gail  Phillips  (1335) 

Federal  Agencies 

Alaska  Resource  Advisory  Council,  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  (1839) 
U.S.  Arctic  Research  Commission  (1313) 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (1334) 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  (National  Marine  Fisheries 

Service  and  Nadonal  Geodedc  Survey)  (1908) 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy  (1657) 
U.S.  Environmental  Protecdon  Agency  (1652) 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  (1752) 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  (1869) 
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State  and  Local  Governments  and  Tribal  Organizations 

State  of  Alaska  (1660) 

North  Slope  Borough  (1669) 

City  of  Nuiqsut(  1246) 

City  of  Wainwright  (955) 

Inupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope  (39) 

Native  Village  of  Barrow  (851) 

Association  of  Village  Council  Presidents  (1852) 

City  and  Borough  of  Sitka  (1779) 

City  of  Valdez  (1000) 

Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  Corporations 

Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  (106  and  1751) 

Kuukpik  Corporation  (1670) 

Afognak  Native  Corporation  (1988) 

Chugach  Alaska  Corporation  (1987) 

Koniag,  Incorporated  (11 55) 

Sitnasuak  Native  Corporation  (1247) 

Oil  and  Gas  Industry  and  Representative  Supporting 
Correspondence 

Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (1656) 

Anardarko  Petroleum  Corporation  (1333) 

ARCO  Alaska  (1662) 

BP  Exploration  (1658) 

Pacific  Legal  Foundation  (1667) 

3  form  letters  (266,  267,  268) 

ARCO  CAP  Report  (March  1998)  (attachment  to  1750) 


Alaska  Miners  Association,  Inc.  (1686) 

America  Copper  &  Nickel  Company  Inc.  (1789) 

Arctic  Slope  Native  Association,  Limited  (1671) 

Robert  Bell  and  Associates  (13) 

Dave  Bordenkircher  (26) 

Gerald  R.  Brookman  (313) 

Tom  L  Cade  (1194) 

Nancy  DeWitt  (1850) 

Oscar  Frank,  Jr.  (23) 

Robert  Franz  (206) 

S.  Craig  Gerlach(  1672) 

Jonathan  Green  (1926) 

JaneenHerr(1799) 

Karen  Jettmar  (311) 

John  Koranda(1164) 

Doreen  Lampe  (1398) 

PamelaA.  Miller  (1854) 

Nick  [no  full  name  provided]  (329) 

Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fisherman's  Association,  Inc. 

(1898) 
Raptor  Research  Foundation,  Inc.  (1899) 
Rick  Rogers  (325) 
Helena  and  Jose  Bretas  Rueter  (597) 
Paul  C.  Rusanowski  (907) 
Charles  R.Statum  (1187) 
Rachel  Thomas  (713) 
David  van  den  Berg  (1673) 
Clayton  M.  White  1982) 
Richard  Wood  (1411) 


Conservation  Groups  and  Representative  Supporting 
Correspondence 

Alaska  Community  Action  on  Toxics  (1951) 

Alaska  Waveriders  (1314) 

American  Bird  Conservancy  (1661) 

American  Rivers  (603) 

Endangered  Species  Coalition  (1668) 

Harvey  Broome  Group,  Sierra  Club  (71) 

National  Audubon  Society,  Alaska  State  Office  (1664) 

Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center  (1853) 

Oilwatch  Alaska  (1900) 

Ornithological  Council  (1696) 

Pacific  Fly  way  Council  (1450) 

Wilderness  Society,  et  al.  (1851) 

Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment/Sierra  Club  postcard 

(55) 
Audubon  Society  postcard  (12) 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  form  letter  (2043) 
New  York  Times  advertisement  clipping  (2042) 
Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center,  et  al.  (1675) 
Wilderness  Society/Alaska  Wilderness  League  postcard 

(263) 

Other  Written  Comments 

Alaska  Management  Consultants  (2001 ) 


Public  Meeting  Testimony 

Anaktuvuk  Pass 

Mike  Morry  (AP4) 

Lela  Ahgook  (AP7) 
Anchorage 

Pam  Miller  (AN  14) 

Marilyn  Houser  (AN31) 
Atqasuk 

Mayor  Ben  Nageak  (ATI) 

Bartz  Englishoe  (AT2) 

Luke  Kagak  (AT3) 
Barrow 

Jana  Harcharek  (BA3) 

Morgan  Solomon  (BA5) 

Bill  Tegoseak  (BA6) 

Mayor  Jim  Vorderstrasse  (BAIO) 
Fairbanks 

Dave  Klein  (FA4) 

Jim  Plaquet  (FA9) 

FredHeflinger(FA19) 

Dave  Duhart  (FA20) 

Jon  Miller  (FA24) 

Roger  Siglin  (FA27) 
Nuiqsut 

Thomas  Napageak,  President  of  the  Native  Village  of 
Nuiqsut  (NQ2) 
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Ruth  Nukapigak  (NQ4) 
Bernice  Kaigelak  (NQ5) 
Mayor  Leonard  Lampe  (NQ6) 

San  Francisco 

Bill  Gomez  (SF6) 
FredBerdall(SF13) 
NorbertRiedy(SF15) 
Ken  Freeman  (SFl  8) 
Dennis  Kelso  (SF35) 

Wainwright 

Terry  Tagarook  (WA6) 
Winfred  Ahvakana  (WA9) 

Washington,  D.C. 

William  Sladen  (DC6) 
Martin  Thomas  (DCS) 
Michael  Carroll  (DC9) 
Jeremy  Scheaffer  (DC  11) 
Paul  Fuhs  (DC22) 
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V^ 


0012  J 

DcarNPR-A  Planningleani: 

I  am  wriiing  rc^rding  the  Imcgratcci  Aaivliy  riaii/Enviromn«ital  Impact  Starc- 

mcn?  (DEIS)  for  the  northeastern  corner  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-  Alaska 

(NPR-A).  The  proposed  alternatives  in  the  DEIS  wouW  not  adequately  protect  the 

significant  wildlife  values  found  in  the  planning  area.  1  iccominend  the  fblioOirmg  TnlS  Side  Blank 

actions  based  on  Alternative  B: 

■  No  leasing  in  the  areas  defined  in  Alternative  B. 

-    Prohibit  roads  and  pipeUncs  in  the  no  lease  ateas  defined  in  AUernativc  B. 

■  Seek  permanent  protection,  through  legislative  actionj  for  theleshckpuk  Lake 
Speci^d  Area  and  Colville  River  Special  Afca. 

■  Cofidua  a  new  analysis  to  more  adequately  address  the  cumulative  efifccts  of 

leasing  on  fish  and  wildlife  populations  and  h:tbitats  thmugh  the  planning  area 
and  all  of  NPR-A. 

SitKcrcly, 

Name     ^ 

Address -^ 
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Mr.  Tim  Allen 
Dec.  16,  1997 
Page  2 


801  West  Fireweed  Lane  •  Anchorage.  Alaska  99503-1801 
(907)  274-5257  •  FAX  (907)  272-7531 


Dec.  16,  1997 


Overland  Moves:    I  would  assume  wheeled  vehicles  would  be  allowed  on  ice  roads, 
The  low  pressure  and  track  restriction  would  only  apply  to  ofT-road  travel. 
(Page  52) 


Protective  Measures:    I  would  suggest  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  represent  all 
organizations  so  the  oil  and  gas  leases  will  only  have  one  entity  to  deal  with. 
TTiis  will  avoid  conflicting  requirements. 
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Mr.  Tom  Allen 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Mgmt. 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7th  Ave. 
Anchorage,  AK    99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Allen, 

My  company,  F.  Robert  Bell  &  Associates,  were  the  et\gineers  and  surveyors  for 
Husky  Oil  on  the  NPR-A  project  from  1975-1985.    In  the  course  of  that  project,  we  collected 
considerable  data  on  the  Reserve  to  include  soils,  survey  control,  and  arctic  design 
innovations  such  as  ice  aggregate  roads.    1  personally  supervised  the  work  on  NPR-A  and 
spent  over  500  days  on  site.    My  employees  logged  several  thousand  house  on  site. 

I  have  reviewed  your  summary  report  and  have  the  following  comments: 

Soils:    Your  report  doesn't  take  into  account  the  soil  conditions  in  NPR-A.    During  the 
Husky  Oil  program  from  1975  to  1985  we  sampled  soil  throughout  tiie 
Reserve.    The  soil  conditions  we  found  were:    uniform  graded  pea  gravel  on 
the  coast,  ice  rich  organic  permafrost  and  sand  In  the  interior,  and  well  graded 
travels  in  the  rivers. 


I  hope  these  comments  are  helpful.  We  have  maintained  our  records  on  NPR-A  to 
include  soils  information,  cat  trail  maps,  site  designs,  etc.  If  it  would  be  helpful,  we  could 
make  these  records  available. 

Thank  you  for  the  excellent  report  on  the  Reserve. 

Cordially, 

F.  ROBERT  BELL  &  ASSOCIATES 


F.  Robert  Bell,  P.E., 
Principal 


FRB:bli 


Development  impact  is  driven  by  soil  conditions.    Development  in  good  soil 
conditions  results  in  less  environmental  impact. 


Special  Designations;    If  the  rivers  and  camp  sites  are  designated  virild  and  scenic 
or  require  1/2  to  1  mile  clear  zones,  then  how  do  you  access  Prudhoe  Bay 
process  facilities?    It  spears  you  would  require  longer  pipelines  to  avoid  these 
assets,  thereby  causing  more  environmental  impact.  (Pages  34  and  53) 


Water  Sources:    There  are  very  few  lakes  on  NPR-A  that  are  over  7  feet  deep. 

Winter  water  becomes  a  very  serious  consideration  when  developing  a  drilling  or 
production  site.  Why  not  allow  water  to  be  withdrawn  from  any  lake  or  river  if 
it  can  be  shown  that  no  significant  long-term  impact  will  occur.    (Page  52) 
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The  most  likely  route  for  a  pipeline  from  the  NPR-A  to  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  field  complex  is  via  the  existing 
pipeline  in  the  Kuparuk  field  by  way  of  the  proposed  Alpine  field  pipeline.  The  Alpine  pipeline  will  cross 
the  Colville  River  at  a  point  well  below  the  parts  of  the  river  considered  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  or  subject  to  setbacks.  A  pipeline  in  the  area  which,  under  some  alternatives,  would  be  subject 
to  setbacks  and/or  Wild  and  Scenic  River  consideration  could,  like  the  proposed  Alpine  pipeline  crossing,  be 
burrowed  under  the  river.  As  a  consequence,  we  do  not  anticipate  that  these  restrictions  would  necessitate  a 
longer  pipeline  with  greater  environmental  impacts. 

0013-002 

The  planning  area  contains  numerous  deep-lake  basins.  Bendock  (1984)  sun'eyed  >60  of  these  lakes  and 
found  thai  >40  exceeded  10  ft  in  depth.  The  BLM  GIS  database  for  the  Northern  District  Office  indicates 
that  there  are  2,  927  lakes  between  5.25  and  13  ft  deep  covering  a  total  area  of  404,681  acres  in  the 
Northeast  Planning  Area. 

The  7-ft  water  depth  standard  for  water  withdrawals  is  based  on  the  professional  experience  and  technical 
position  of  the  State  of  Alaska,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  that  7  ft  of  water  is  necessary  to  protect 
overwintering  fish  populations  and  water  quality.  The  7-ft  standard  is  consistent  with  current  State  of 
Alaska  permitting  stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  operations  on  the  North  Slope.  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulation  20  allows  the  withdrawal  of  water  from  any  non  fish-bearing  lake. 

0013-003 

The  commenter's  understanding  is  correct. 

0013-004 

The  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  is  to  serve  as  an  important  voice  for  the  subsistence  concerns  of  North 
Slope  residents.  It,  along  with  the  NSB  and  affected  cominunities,  are  to  play  important  roles  in  advising  oil 
and  gas  lessees  and  BLM  on  measures  to  avoid  conflict  with  subsistence  activities  and  resources  (See 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  6 1  and  62).  While  the  panel  may  wish  to  hear  from  and  speak  to  other 
agencies  with  authority  on  North  Slope  developments  prior  to  offering  their  advice,  we  do  not  want  to  dilute 
the  local  residents'  voice  by  making  State  and  Federal  agencies  with  regulatory  authority  members  of  the 
panel. 


V-7 


0023 


D 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7th.  Avenue 
Anctlorage,  AK  99513-7599 

December  17,  1997 

Dear  Sir: 

I  ttiink  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Board  is  a  good  idea  for  the  Alternatives.  I  offer 
my  personal  view  on  NPR-A:  the  Alternative  I  like  is  'A.'  Its  No  Action  is  a  calm 
one  that  waits  until  the  country  is  in  need  of  oil  and  gas. 

In  any  case  involvement  of  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Board  will  assist  ELM,  and 
other  agencies  go  forward  with  input  from  the  subsistence  users  of  the  land. 


001 


I  didn't  notice,  but  what  happens  next  year;  if  the  federal  government  takes  over 
management  of  fisheries  on  public  lands? 

Thank-you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  Please  remember  that  subsistence 
will  still  be  around,  after  any  development  occurs  on  this  land. 

Cordially,  ^ 

Oscar  Frank  Jr.  *' 


0023-001 

As  BLM  envisions  this  plan,  management  of  fisheries  in  Federal  waters  would 
be  limited  to  subsistence  uses  and  would  have  no  practical  effect  on  future 
management  of  the  NPR-A.   The  existing  Federal  Subsistence  Board  would 
regulate  subsistence  fisheries.    The  Board  would  implement  the  harvest  offish 
and  wildlife  on  public  lands  in  Alaska  through  Federal  Subsistence 
Management  Regulations.    Subsistence  users  would  be  required  to  have  a  State 
fishing  license  and  any  special  permits  required  by  Federal  regulations. 


500  Paragon  Mills  Rd.  #  G-6 
Nashville,  Tennessee  3721 1 
December  30.  1997 

Bruce  Babbitt 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
U.  S.  Department  o^ttie  Interior 
1849  C  St.,  NW    , 
Washington,  D.  G.  20240 

Dear  Secretary  Babbitt: 

1  am  writing  regarding  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  for  the  northeastern  corner  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A).  I  have 
reviewed  this  document  and  its  five  atternatives. 

Because  there  is  no  compelling  reason  why  leasing  must  be  done  now.  Alternative  A  is  the 
best  alternative.   If  parts  of  the  area  are  leased.  AlternativB  B  should  be  modified  to  reflect 
conservation  cortcerns  for  the  area.   Alternative  8  prohibits  leasing  in  the  most  critical  wildlife  atKUish 
habitats.   Alternative  B  must  be  modified  to  have  permanent  protection  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and 
Colville  River  Special  Areas.   To  permanently  protect  these  habitat  areas.  Democrats  in  Congress 
should  designate  these  areas  off  limits  to  destructive  development.   If  this  area  is  not  needed  so 
much  by  the  federal  government.  I  would  recommend  giving  control  of  this  area  to  a  private  wildlife 
conservation  group  from  Alaska  or  the  lower  forty-eight  states. 

This  area  along  the  North  Slope  on  the  Arctic  Includes  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  The 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  has  habitat  for  calving  caribou,  and  habitat  for  ducks,  geese  and 
swans.   The  Collie  River  has  habitat  tor  moose,  brown  bears,  wolves,  wolverines,  and  nesting  song 
birds.  The  bluffs  of  the  River  has  habitat  for  the  Arctic  Peregrine  Falcon. 

This  is  a  summary  of  my  recommendations  concerning  the  NPR-A  DEIS: 

1.  No  leasing  in  the  areas  defined  in  Alternative  B 

2-  Prohibit  roads  and  pipelines  in  the  no  lease  areas  defined  in  Alternative  B. 
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3.  Seek  permanent  protection,  in  Congress,  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  and  the 
Colville  River  Special  Area  


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  request  concerning  the  alternatives  tor  the  planning  area  in 
the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Alaska. 


ft.^  '0,^Jhl<  Uy:cM^iJ 


Dave  Bordenkircher 


0026-001 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  suggesting  that  permanent  protection  requires  Congressional 
action.   So  too  would  placing  management  for  Federal  lands  in  the  hands  of  a  private  group. 
For  further  discussion  on  permanent  protection  requiring  legislation,  see  Response  1851-058. 

0026-002 

Please  refer  to  Section  II.C.l.  for  a  description  of  the  preferred  alternative. 

0026-003 

Please  refer  to  Section  II.C.l.  for  a  description  of  the  preferred  alternative.    See  also  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  48,  "which  restricts  permanent  roads  in  the  planning  area  and 
connection  to  the  existing  road  network  east  of  NPR-A. 

0026-004 

Please  see  Response  1851-058. 
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Arnold  Brower  Jr. 
P.O.  BOX  4  02 
BArrow,  ,  Ak  99723 
abrower®co . north  -  slope. ak.us 

Inupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope 

In  ail  alternatives,  no  designation  of  wild,  scenic,  or 
recreation  river  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  Inupiat 
Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope,  IRA  (a  regional  Tribal  government) 
opposes  any  further  infringement  of  land  classification  that  are 
beyond  the  regulatory  authority  of  the  ICAS .  Therefore,  any 
designation  must  be  in  conformance  with  wilidlife  regulatory 
authority  of  the  ICAS  for  co- management  first  be  be  established 
between  ELM  and  ICAS .  At  this  point ,  new  conflicts  are  eminent , 
in  the  same  way  as  their  are  conflicts  with  Inupiat  subsistence 
hunters  in  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic,  and  ANWR .  This  is  true  in  all 
major  rivers  int  he  Arctic.  


in  the  rivers  nearly  throughout  the 
ry  river  for  Nuiqsut ' s  subsistence 
ds ,  for  large  broad  white  fish,  least 
fishes .  The  Utukok  River  is  the 
ng  depot  for  Wainwright  and  Pt  Lay. 
e  fish  camps  as  far  as  Eskimo  hill  in 
th  of  Wainwright .  Residents  of  Nuiqsut 

set  fish  nets  to  catch  their  daily 
fish  while  camped  to  harvest  their 


Fishes  winter  and  are 
year .  Colvi lie  is  the  prima 
fishing  for  nutritional  neei 
cisco ,  grayling ,  and  other 
alternate  subsistence  f ishi 
Residents  of  Wainwright  hav 
approximately  150  miles  sou 
harvesting  caribou  and  moos 
needs  and  summer  supply  of 
caribou  and  moose, 

A  clash  of  recreati oners  and  subsistence  hunters  will  no 
doubt  interfer  with  each  other  in  the  river.  From  past 
experiences,  many  hunters  have  lost  their  chances  to  harvest 
caribou  and  moose  by  non -  subsistence  hunman  interference  who 
approach  the  hunters  by  plane,  recreational  boaters,  an  d  the 
like .  Some  hunters  do  not  have  luxurous  cash  available  and  are 
trying  to  supplement  their  nutritioanl  needs  with  subsistence 
hunting  for  their  families. 

Instead,  in  the  Colville  River,  a  special  designation  must 
be  applied  that  Inupiat  subsistence  hunters  shall  have  the  five 
mile  buffer  for  harvesting  those  games  within  the  buffer  durign 
the  summer  months.  This  will  elimnate  the  competition  between  the 
recreation  sporters  and  people  trying  to  thrive  for  a  living  by 
subsistence  hunting  for  their  families.  It  must  have  a  priority 
in  any  management  plan  in  the  Arctic  Slope  region.  This 
application  must  be  implemented  as  a  primary  tool  in  the 
co-management  contracting  with  ICAS  as  a-  matter  of  rule.      


Although,  a  couple  Alpine  footprint  size  developments  may  be 
allowable  north  fo  the  Teshekpuk  Lake,  it  is  imperative  that  a 
Prudhoe  style  development  must  not  occur!  We  will  support  a 
limited  development  plan  that  can  be  supported  due  to  nesting 
areas  of  endanagerd  waterfowl  species,  and  avoid  displacement  of 
Caribou  from  calving  areas  proportionately.  These  proportions  may 


be  limited  to  perhaps  2  0%  of  possible  developable  areas ,  only  if 
they  are  found  to  be  so !  Impact  funds  must  be  assured !  Impact 
funds  to  replenish,  enhance,  and  accomodate  biologists  to 
enhance ,  study  and  document  the  survivability  of  impacted  species 
must  be  tried  on  a  small  scale  first! 

However,  these  activites  cannot  be  tried  on  exisiting 
subsistence  hunting  areas  by  Nuiqsut ,  Barrow,  Atqasuk  and 
Wainwright . 
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It  is  unfortunate,  that  BLM  is  not  forward  to  favor  an 
alternative  selection .  Of  course,  we  recognize  that  BLM  needs 
public  input  first,  but  a  public  input  on  a  preferred  alternacive 
will  better  represent  the  true  intent  of  the  DEIS.  Although,  it 
is  good  to  get  insight  of  publ ic  preception  on  the  rest  of  the 
land .  However,  the  implication  of  the  options  being  viewed  by  BLM 
on  non- impacted  lands  by  development  needs  to  be  addressed  and 
accepted  if  possible  by  local  governing  authorities !  The  NSB  has 
Planning,  Zoning ,  Platting,  Permi  tting.  Development  ordinances 
enacted  in  law  by  the  local  residents,  asd  well  as  the  Industry 
that  comes  into  the  Arctic  Slope  must  comply  with  these 
regulations.  These  lands  management  regulations  are  general ly 
accepted  by  the  Native  Village  of  Barrow  and  ICAS  and  other 
Native  entities  within  the  ICAS  and  NSB  boundaries. 


These  exisi tng  governing  land  regulations  and  laws  qual if y 
ICAS  to  CO -manage  all  areas  of  lands  within  the  Arctic  Slope , 
NPRA  inclusive.  In  light  of  no  eminent  wars,  and  danger  from  our 
neighbors ,  the  land  must  be  given  to  domestic  land  managers 
within  the  regions  involved  or  to  be  impacted .  We  do  not  withdraw 
the  Federal  governments  right  to  royalty  to  federal  lands. 
However,  local  ancestral  lands  should  be  reconveyed  back  to  the 
tribes  which  sacrificed  these  properties  in  the  name  of  Military 
and  Defense  purposes.  ^__^_ 


Native  Village  of  Barrow  requests  the  BLM  to  reconvey  all 
federal ly  held  land  properties  in  Barrow  back  to  the  Tribal 
authorities  for  our  economic  benefit.  These  properties  include 
the  old  BIA  School,  the  Hospital  property,  and  other  small  lots 
within  Barrow  held  in  title  by  BIA.  The  Tribes  is  now  contracting 
for  the  operation  of  the  Hospital  and  a  deed  will  enhance  the 
management  of  the  facilities  either  for  new  development  and 
expansions  of  services  for  the  community.  The  Weather  Bureau 
property  is  no  longer  necessary  as  that  can  be  PL -93-638 
contracted  to  NVB  and  the  technological  equipment  no  longer 
requires  such  a  large  tract  of  land  be  set  aside  for  the  Heather 
Bureau . 


We,  unquestionably,  support  the  land  conveyances  be  resolved 
in  favor  of  the  local  ANSCA  Corporations:  ASRC,  Kuukpik,  UIC,  and 
Atqasuk .  The  unresolved  lands  issue  will  be  mailed  as :  CHRONOLOGY 
OF  NATIVE  VILLAGE  OF  BARROW  LANDS.  This  illustrates  and 
delineates  that  the  local  ANSCA  UIC  corporation  is  within  the 
proposed  Reservation  of  the  Native  Village  of  Barrow  which  was 
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deemed  unable  to  sustain  the  livelihood  of  the  Native  village  of 
Barrow  economically  or  nutritionally.  Therefore,  we  support  UIC 
further  selections  outside  of  their  current  existing  selections. 


ICAS,  IRA  regional  Tribal  government  will  definitely 
impacted  by  the  developments  whether  socially,  culturally,  in 
subsistence  hunting,  and  economically  in  some  way.  An  immediate 
offer  by  BLM  will  enhance  the  co-management  of  the  NPRA  lands  and 
its  wildlife  resources  through  a  PL93-638  contract  with  ICAS. 


All  existing  and  potential  sand  and  gravel  pit  sites  must  be 
conveyed  to  ICAS  for  monitoring  of  controlled  development  within 
the  proposed  development  areas.  If  no  there  are  no  existing  sand 
and  gravel  sites,  BLM  shall  fund  a  contract  to  do  a  feasibility 
study  for  mining  sand  and  gravel  for  development.  This  mechanism 
shall  be  in  place  to  provide  maximum  and  concerted  effort  for  the 
Industry  to  provide  economic  ventures  for  local  ANSCA  businesses 
in  the  Arctic  Slope. 
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All  water  rights  to  be  used  for  oil  and  Gas  development,  or 
other  hard  mineral  development  shall  be  conveyed  to  ICAS  for  the 
impact  created  inadverdently  to  the  local  government  which  has 
authority  to  govern  wildlife  resources  within  the  ipacted  area. 
This  will  create  impact  funds  for  monitoring,  and  additional 
burden  created  by  the  encroachment  of  the  industry  to  the 
critical  subsistence  use  areas  of  the  Inupiat  Community  of  the 
Arctic  Slope  residents. 


It  is  OK  to  release  my  name  and  street  address  to  the  public  with 
these  comments . 

Entered  on:  l/e/98 


0039-001 

A  review  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River  eligibility  and  suitability  is  required  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  in  conjunction  with  agency  land  use  planning  efforts,  16  U.S.C.  §  1276(d).  So  we  have 
incorporated  a  review  and  recommendation  process  in  this  lAP/EIS  to  satisfy  that  statutory 
requirement. 

We  are  unaware  of  any  regulatory  authority  of  the  ICAS  which  is  applicable  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

0039-002 

The  potential  for  the  increase  of  recreational  use  on  the  Colville  River  and  the  possibility  of  conflicts 
with  subsistence  users  has  been  addressed  [C.13.a(l);D.13.a(l);E.13.a(l);F.  13. a(l)].  The  5 -mi 
buffer  for  subsistence  would  require  a  change  in  the  Federal  subsistence  regulations  under  the 
authority  of  the  Federal  Subsistence  Board  and  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  lAP/EIS.  The  BLM  does 
not  have  the  authority  to  make  such  a  change  to  Federal  subsistence  regulations.  The  commenter 
could  submit  a  proposal  to  the  Federal  Subsistence  Board  that  would  create  such  a  buffer, 

0039-003 

Please  see  Response  1669-017. 

0039-004 

Please  see  Response  1851-054. 


It  is  BLM's  policy  to  consider  local  planning  and  zoning  in  preparing  land  management  plans  for 
Federal  lands.  As  has  been  demonstrated  by  the  involvement  of  the  North  Slope  Borough  in  this 
process,  we  are  working  closely  with  local  government. 

0039-005 

The  BLM  is  guided  by  Federal  law  in  the  conveyance  of  lands  entrusted  to  its  management.  There  are 
no  "existing  governing  land  regulations  and  laws  [that]  qualify  ICAS  to  co-manage  all  areas  of  lands 
within  the  Arctic  Slope,  NPR-A  inclusive."  BLM  is  in  the  process  of  conveying  lands  to  Kuukpik 
Corporation  (and  subsurface  to  ASRC)  in  accordance  with  ANCSA.  More  sweeping  land 
conveyances  can  only  be  authorized  by  Congress. 

0039-006 

Barrow  is  outside  the  planning  area;  thus,  the  requested  actions  are  not  within  the  scope  of  this 
lAP/EIS. 

0039-007 

Please  see  Response  1669-017.  A  consideration  of  contracting  procedures  to  be  utilized  by  BLM  is 
outside  the  scope  of  this  EIS. 

0039-008 

Sand  and  gravel  in  the  NPR-A  are  not  available  for  conveyance  to  ICAS.  Disposition  of  sand  and 
gravel  resources  is  governed  by  the  Mineral  Materials  Act,  30  U.S.C.  §§  601-615, 

0039-009 

Water  rights  in  the  NPR-A  are  not  available  for  conveyance  to  ICAS,  Water  appropriations  for 
various  development  activities  generally  are  processed  through  existing  state  authorizations. 
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NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE-ALASKA  (NPR^ 

Dear  Mr.  Terland 

I  am  concerned  that  inter  nationally  significant  fish  and  wildlife  habitats,  wildernees, 
and  wild  rivers  era  threatened  by  current  oil  (easing  proposals  by  8LM,   There  is  no 
compelling  rational  energy  need  to  lease  NPR-A  at  this  time.   The  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  fof  the  NPR-A  is  inadequate  for  the  foilowing  reasons: 

□  A  new  conservation  aflernative  is  needed  because  none  of  the  DEIS  alternatives 

adequately  protects  fsh  and  wildlife  habitat  rivers,  or  wJIdlands  This  Side  Blank 

a     Permanent  protection  is  necessary  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  and  the 

Colville  River  Special  Area  prior  to  new  teasing  elsewhere  in  NPR-A.  These  Special 

Areas  should  be  forever  otT-limits  to  roads,  pipelines  and  industrial  activity. 

Recommend  "Wild"  river  designation  for  the  Colville  River 
D     Cumulative  impact  assessment  of  development  across  (he  North  Slope  needs  to  be 

finalized  before  any  leasing  is  granted. 

□  The  DEIS  underestimates  environmental  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  from  oil 
exploration  and  development. 

Q      Other  comments: 

Sincerely, 

Name  Address 

"" Pie-jsr;  cfc.'T^'i  iief^  nn0  fmS  'cttov 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 


Kenneth  S  Warren  <kswarren®korrnet .org> 
ilmakcso. ilmakdsl { jducker) 
Sun,  Jan  18,  1998   8:24  am 
OIL  DRILLING  IN  THE  RESERVE 


Dear  Sirs: 

The  Harvey  Broome  Group  (HBG)  of  the  Sierra  Club  has  a 
membership  of  about  a  thousand  who  reside  in  east  Tennessee.   In 
writing  to  you  I  am  speaking  for  the  HBG  concerning  the 
destruction  of  some  of  Alaska's  last  unspoiled  wilderness. 

The  ELM  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Arctic 
Reserve  gives  litle  or  no  consideration  to  the  way  of  life  of  the 
Alaskan  natives,  nor  to  the  welfare  of  native  wildlife,  nor  the 
ultimate  use  of  the  oil.  


With  these  issues  in  mind,  we  urge  that  you  recommend  to  Congress 
that  at  the  very  minimum  permanent  wilderness  protection  be 
granted  to  the 

Colville  River  and  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Areas-   These  areas 
should  then  be  transferred  to  the  U.S. Fish  S  Wildlife  Service. 
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The  entire  4.6  million-acre  planning  area  really  qualifies  for 
wilderness  designation.  The  Alaskan  Reserve  must  be  conserved  for 
the  American  people  in  a  time  of  real  need.   At  present,  US  oil 
companies  are  shipping  millions  of  barrels  of  oil  to  Asia. 
Americans  are  demanding  status  -  symbol  vehicles  with  ever  greater 
horsepower.  This  is  not  a  time  of  pressing  national  need. 

Please  prevent  the  Arctic  wilderness  from  becoming  another 
polluted  oilfield. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ken  Warren 
Corresponding  Secretary 
Harvey  Broome  Group 
SIERRA  CLUB 


0071-001 

The  way  of  life  of  the  Inupiat,  Alaskan  Natives  who  inhabit  Alaska's  North  Slope,  is  described  in 
terms  of  subsistence-harvest  activities  and  patterns,  population  characteristics,  social  characteristics 
of  the  communities,  social  organizations,  and  cultural  values  in  Sections  III.C.3  and  4  of  this  EIS. 
The  cultural  resources  and  history  of  the  Inupiat  are  described  in  Sections  11I.C.2  and  III.C.  I ;  this 
includes  a  description  North  Slope  Borough  employment.  The  potential  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  the  subsistence  activities  and  patterns,  social  features,  culture,  and  economies  of  the 
people  who  inhabit  the  North  Slope  are  analyzed  in  Sections  fV.B,  C,  D,  E,  F,  and  H  for  Alternatives 
A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E  and  for  the  Preferred  Alternative,  respectively,  of  the  EIS.  The  EIS  also  includes  an 
appendix  prepared  by  the  North  Slope  Borough  entitled  The  Inupiat  People's  History  and  Future  with 
regard  to  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A)  A  1997  perspective  from  the  North  Slope 
Borough. 

The  welfare  of  the  native  wildlife  is  considered  in  the  areal  deferral  alternatives  and  stipulations 
described  in  the  EIS.  The  areal  deferral  alternatives  provide  protection  for  the  wildlife  by  making 
specific  areas  in  the  planning  area  unavailable  for  leasing;  see  Table  II. D.I,  Under  Alternative  A, 
none  of  the  planning  area  would  be  available  for  leasing.  Under  Alternative  B,  certain  areas  that  are 
important  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  would  not  be  available  for  leasing.  Alternatives  C  and  D  would 
make  more  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  available  for  leasing.  Under  Alternative  E,  all  the  planning  area 
would  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  areas  that  would  be 
unavailable  for  leasing  or  provide  facility-siting  restrictions  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  include 
most  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  watershed  (Fig.  II.B.  1 );  goose-molting  area  (Fig.  II.B.2);  spectacled  eider 
breeding  range  (Fig.  II.B. 3);  caribou  habitat  (Fig.  II.B. 4);  fish  habitat  (Fig.  II.B. 5);  and  raptor, 
passerine,  and  moose  habitat  (Fig.  II.B.6). 


ilmakcso . smtp ( "sarag®mosquitonet . com" ) 


The  stipulations  in  Section  II.C.7  provide  measures  to  reduce  the  effects  of  activities  associated  with 
petroleum  exploration  and  development  and  help  minimize  the  potential  impacts  on  wildlife.  The 
stipulations  include  measures  to  ensure: 

•  proper  handling  and  disposal  of  solid  and  liquid  wastes  and  hazardous  materials; 

•  cleanup  of  solid  waste  and  liquid  wastes  and  hazardous  materials  spills; 

•  minimal  impact  of  ice  roads,  overland  moves,  and  seismic  activities  on  the  tundra,  lakes, 
and  streams  to  protect  fish  and  wildlife  habitat; 

•  facilities  are  not  located  in  buffer  zones  around  goose  molting  lakes  and  fish  bearing  lakes 
and  streams; 

•  some  activities,  such  as  exploration  drilling  and  seismic  activities,  are  conducted  in  the 
winter  when  most  of  the  migratory  species  have  left; 

•  consultation  with  local  communities  prior  to  exploration  and  development  plan  approval, 
especially  along  critical  river  corridors;  and 

•  protection  of  cultural  resources. 


Also,  inventorying  and  monitoring  would  be  conducted  to  determine  the  status  of  the  various  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  in  the  area,  and  effectiveness  of  stipulations  designed  to  conserve  these  resources. 

Any  oil  that  might  be  produced  from  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  would  be  included  in  the 
Nation's  supply  of  domestically  produced  oil,  part  of  the  National  Energy  Strategy  as  proposed  by  the 
Department  of  Energy  (Sec.  I.A). 

0071-002 

Please  see  Response  1851-058  and  Section  II.G. 
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BLM  received  much  useful,  well-informed  recommendations  last  April  in  the  Scoping 
process  for  the  design  of  the  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/EIS.  These  recommendations  came  from  ASRC, 
the  NSB  and  other  North  Slope  institutions  and  representatives  of  the  Inupiat  people. 
Unfortunately,  these  Scoping  recommendations  were  not  followed.  Instead,  BLM  decided  to 
address  Qnly  two  questions  in  the  Draft  lAP/EIS: 
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January  14,  1998 


NPR-A  lAP/EIS  Planning  Team  Members 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  West  7th  Avenue,  No.  13 

Anchorage,  Alaska   99513 

Re:    Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation's  Preliminary  Comments  on  the 
Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  QAP/EIS^.  December  1997 

Dear  Planning  Team  Member: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  provide  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  ("BLM")  with 
Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation's  ("ASRC")  preliminary  views  and  comments  on  the 
December  1997  Draft  lAP/EIS  for  an  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  within  the  Northeast  portion 
of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  ("NPR-A").  This  letter  supplements  ASRC's  April 
18,  1997  submission  to  BLM  of  Scoping  Comments  for  the  lAP/EIS  planning  process  for  NPR- 
A(19  pages  with  enclosed  tables  and  maps).  This  letter  also  supplements  a  long  scries  of 
meetings  and  correjWDndence  about  North  Slope  and  NPR-A  land  exchanges,  land  management 
and  policy  in  which  ASRC  has  been  engaged  in  since  March  1994  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  other  E>epartmental  officials  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  Alaska,  and  representatives  of 
BLM's  Alaska  Stale  Office. 


On  behalf  of  ASRC's  7,300  shareholders,  I  regret  that  I  must  express  our  profound 
disappointment  with  the  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/EIS.  This  hastily  prepared  document  is  incomplete 
and  unresponsive.  The  NPR-A  Draft  EIS  is  not  responsive  to  many  of  the  most  important  views 
and  recommendations  set  forth  by  ASRC  by  the  North  Slope  Borough  (NSB),  by  our  Village 
Corporations  and  by  oth^  North  Slope  institutions  r^resentating  the  Inupiat  people  and  other 
residents. 

The  Draft  EIS  ignores  the  interests  of,  and  the  repeated  concerns,  views  and 
recommendations  of  the  Inupiat  people.  Yet,  these  are  the  very  people  who  live  within  NPR-A, 
and  who  depend  on  the  resources  and  lands  of  this  area  for  their  subsistence  and  cultural  needs. 
These  are  also  the  people  who  will  bear  all  of  the  burdens  of  poor  planning  and  an  incremental 
policy  of  piecemeal  oil  and  gas  leasing,  exploration  and  development  within  the  NPR-A. 


'(1)  What  protections  and  enhanced  management  will  be  implemented  for 
surface  resources  within  the  planning  area?... (2)  Will  the  BLM  conduct 
oil  and  gas  lease  sales  in  the  planning  area,  and  if  so,  what  lands 
wUI  be  made  available  for  leasing?"    (page  I-l  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/EIS, 
Etecember,  1997). 

As  a  result  of  this  narrow  and  limited  conceptual  plan,  BLM's  Draft  EIS  for  NPR-A 
either  does  not  address,  only  superficially  acknowledges,  or  simply  dismisses  as  "beyond  the 
scope"  many  of  the  issues  which  North  Slope  residents  and  institutions  believe  are  central  to 
their  future  and  proper  management  of  NPR-A's  23  million  acres  and  of  the  planning  area  in 
particular. 

What  are  these  issues?  And  why  are  they  being  ignored  and  dismissed  by  BLM  and  the 
Department  of  the  Interior? 

The  major  issues  of  concern  include  those  that  were  set  forth  in  the  summary  section  of 
ASRC's  April  18,  1997  Scoping  Comments  (pages  1  and  2).  ASRC's  Comments  and 
Recommendations  to  the  BLM  for  the  NPR-A  Draft  EIS  were  to: 

1.  Accord  the  uses,  interests  and  views  of  the  Inupiat  people  a  high  priority  in  the 
planning  process; 


2.  Grant  legally  recognized  rights  and  interests  in  land  through  law,  regulation  or  land 
exchanges  to  protect  cabins,  hunting  and  fishing  camps,  intensive  subsistence  use  areas, 
traditional  use  areas,  and  areas  of  cultural  significance; 


3.  Preserve  and  protect  ASRC's  and  Kuukpik  Corporation's  land  selection  rights  and 
entitlement  within  NPR-A; 

4.  Correct  the  injustice  of  ANCSA's  1971  denial  to  ASRC  and  its  sharehohlders  of  any 
land  selection  rights  within  the  23  million  acre  NPR-A  -  the  location  of  four  of  our  Villages  and 
the  area  where  most  of  our  people  live  -  before  creating  any  other  intervening  third  party  legal 
rights  in  the  form  of  oil  and  gas  leases;  


5.  Address  ASRC's  pending  (since  March  1994)  proposal  for  an  equal  value  land 
exchange  within  NPR-A  by  making  this  proposal  one  of  the  Alternatives  in  the  Final  EIS .  BLM 
should  address  in  detail  this  Alternative: 
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adding,  by  land  exchange,  ASRC's  unique  Killik  River  ecosystem  lands  to 
the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park  as  previously  proposed  by  the 
National  Park  Service; 

adding,  by  land  exchange,  ASRC's  Ogotoruk  Creek  land  selections  to  the 
Alaska  National  Maritime  Refuge  and  thereby  provide  redress  and  justice 
to  ASRC's  shareholders  for  the  failure  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
to  disclose  the  radioactive  testing  previously  conducted  on  these  lands;  and 

enabling  ASRC  to  use  its  equal  value  exchange  rights  to  acquire  land  within 
the  NPR-A: 

-  to  provide  title  security  to  shareholders  who  have  cabins,  hunting 
and  fish  camps  and  other  traditional  family  use  areas  in  NPR-A; 

-  to  acquire  surface  estate  lands  in  areas  of  NPR-A  important  to 
shareholders;  and 

-  to  acquire  fee  lands  and  subsurface  estate  for  their  potential 
economic  benefit  to  ASRC's  shareholders. 


004 


6.  Initiate  a  broad  updated  planning  process  for  all  North  Slope  lands  which  has  as  its 
objective  maximizing  the  fish  and  wildlife,  habitat  and  economic  values  for  each  of  the  North 
Slope's  three  land  owners  -  the  United  States,  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  the  Native  people  of  the 
North  Slope,  who  are  the  shareholders  of  ASRC  and  the  eight  North  Slope  Village  Corporations. 


As  residents  of  the  North  Slope,  as  subsistence  hunters  who  are  directly  dependent  on 
NPR-A's  resources,  and  as  people  who  have  supported  BLM  administration  of  NPR-A,  we  are 
at  a  loss  to  comprehend  how  and  why  our  legitimate  interests  are  being  ignored  in  this  lAP/EIS 
planning  process.  We  have,  on  a  timely  basis,  raised  issues  that  are  central  to  BLM  and  DOI 
policy  with  respect  to  the  management  of  NPR-A  and  North  Slope  Federal  lands. 

Yet,  the  NPR-A  Drafl  EIS  ignores  issues  of  Importance  which  should  be  apparent  to  all.  _ 
The  Draft  DEIS  continues  to  be  propelled  by  a  commitment  to  produce  a  document  on  an 
arbitrary  schedule  which  consists  of  little  more  than  biologists  drawing  circles  on  maps  to  protect 
wildlife  species.    At  the  same  time,  the  fundamental  human  needs  and  objectives  of  those  who 
live  in  and  depend  upon  NPR-A  resources  for  life  itself  are  being  denied. 

This  is  a  serious  mistake.  It  has  consequences  which,  if  not  corrected^  could  lead  to 
delay  and  litigaUon.  A  legally  deficient  Final  EIS  will  not  serve  the  Federal  interest,  the  State 
of  Alaska's  interests,  the  oil  industry's  interest,  or  the  interests  of  the  Inupiat  people  who  live 
in  NPR-A  and  on  Alaska's  North  Slope. 

On  behalf  of  ASRC  and  its  shareholders,  I  recommend  that  BLM  take  needed  and  legally 
required  steps  to  address  the  fundamentally  important  issues  noted  above  which  are  associated 
with  the  lAP/EIS,  the  future  of  the  NPR-A,  and  the  critically  important  interests  of  those  who 
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live  there.    On  behalf  of  ASRC's  7,300  shareholders,  I  make  the  following  recommendations: 

a)  That  BLM  reschedule  the  lAP/EIS  planning  process  for  NPR-A.  An  extended,  more 
reasonable  and  responsible  schedule  will  permit  BLM  adequate  time  to  make  informed 
judgements  about  the  issues  presented  and  the  major  alternatives  proposed  and  available.  These 
alternatives  include  and  issues  outlined  earlier  in  this  letter,  in  ASRC's  April  18,  1997  Scoping 
Comments,  and  in  other  correspondence  to  and  discussions  with  Department  officials. 


b)  That  BLM  address,  as  a  major  alternative  in  the  DEIS  and  FHIS,  the  proposals 
presented  by  ASRC  and  the  NSB,  and  others  for  land  use  planning  and  land  exchanges  to  protect 
the  interests  of  the  Inupiat  and  other  residents  who  live  within  or  near  the  NPR-A. 


c)  That  BLM  act  to  cure  the  significant  legal  inadequacies  of  the  Draft  NPR-A  EIS  by 
issuing  a  supplemental  DEIS  which  addresses  in  an  Alternative  the  major  proposals  which  have 
been  made  by  the  municipal,  corporate,  tribal  and  village  institutions  representing  the  North 
Slope's  residents  and  the  Inupiat  people.  


ASRC  does  not  support  closing  areas  of  the  Northeast  NPR-A  to  leasing  which  could, 
with  proper  regulations  and  utilizing  improved  planning  and  new  industry  technologoy ,  be  safely 
leased.  It  is  ASRC's  view  that  the  NPR-A  should  be  managed  to  protect  the  Inupiat  people's 
subsistence  uses  and  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  But,  protecting  these  interests  also  requires  a 
clear  re<x>gnition  that  State  and  Federal  policies,  over  time,  have  created  a  North  Slope  economy 
which  is  dependent  on  the  jobs,  economic  activity  and  tax  base  to  maintain  the  society  that  now 
exists.  The  <Mily  North  SIof«  resource  which  can  maintain  this  economic  structure  is 
environmentally  responsible  oil  and  gas  exploration,  development  and  production. 


ASRC  also  opposes  any  land  use  designations  which  would  expand  "special  areas",  limit 
the  use  of  such  areas  by  North  Slope  residents,  or  add  new  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  National 
Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  Wilderness  or  other  designations  within  NPR-A.  Given  BLM's  arbitrary 
refusal  to  address  issues  raised  by  the  North  Slope's  historic  and  only  residents  -  the  Inupiat 
people  -  in  the  Draft  DEIS,  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  BLM's  (or  the  Department's)  advocacy 
for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  for  the  Colville  River. 

Tliese  are  ASRC's  preliminary  views  on  BLM's  Draft  lAP/EIS  for  the  Northeast  NPR-A. 
ASRC  will  submit  more  detailed  and  formal  comments  prior  to  the  February  10,  1998  comment 
date. 

Sincerely, 

ARCTIC  SLOPE  REGIONAL  CORPORATION 


fiaCob  Adams 
'President 
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0106-001  (Joes  not  affect  access  by  local  residents. 

The  BLM  has  engaged  in  a  dialogue  with  North  Slope  residents  on  management  of  the  planning  area. 

Significant  elements  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  including  surface  restrictions  for  oil  and  gas  activities  in 

areas  important  for  subsistence  use,  are  derived  from  suggestions  by  the  North  Slope  Borough  and  Nuiqsut. 

The  BLM  looks  forward  to  continuing  collaboration  with  North  Slope  residents  and  governments. 

Collaboration  will  be  through  the  consultative  process  described  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  61. 

0106-002 

Please  see  Section  Il.G. 

Authorization  of  camps  and  shelters  on  the  public  lands  is  covered  by  ANILCA  §  1316.  A  description  of 
subsistence  activities  and  impacts  on  subsistence  is  addressed  in  the  EIS  (Sees.  II1.C.4  and  IV),  Although 
subsistence  camps  and  cabins  are  in  the  EIS,  they  are  not  considered  in  more  detail  because  additional  field 
inventorying  and  study  is  necessary. 

The  BLM  is  working  with  the  NSB  to  determine  the  extent  and  potential  resolution  to  the  issue  of  existing 
structures.  This  includes  cabins  and  hunting  and  fishing  camps  within  existing  policy  and  procedures.  The 
BLM  has  management  mechanisms  in  place.  The  mechanisms  are  outlined  in  the  final  lAP/ElS  (Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulations  23,  26,39,  47,  60-64,  and  74)  to  protect  cabins,  hunting  and  fishing  camps, 
intensive  subsistence  use  areas,  traditional  use  areas,  and  areas  of  cultural  significance. 

0106-003 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1-010. 

Alternatives  involving  land  exchanges  have  not  been  considered  in  detail  in  this  EIS  because  they  are 
outside  its  scope  and  do  not  meet  the  purposes  and  objectives  of  this  planning  effort  as  set  out  in  Section 
l.A.  The  purpose  of  this  planning  effort  is  to  establish  how  BLM  will  administratively  manage  the  important 
resources  and  values  of  the  Northeast  portion  of  the  NPR-A,  consistent  with  existing  statutory  direction  in 
the  NPR-A  authorizing  statutes.  No  land  exchanges  are  presently  being  considered  by  the  Department  of 
Interior  for  this  area 

0106-004 

Please  see  Section  Il.G  and  Response  0106-003. 

0106-005 

The  BLM  is  open  to  a  discussion  on  the  possibility  of  a  North  Slopewide  planning  process  with  other 
Federal,  State,  local,  and  other  private  land  managers  and  owners. 

0106-006 

The  BLM  believes  that  the  lAP/ElS  process  it  has  followed  has  been  appropriate,  legal  and  sufficient.  The 
BLM  gathered  important  local  and  scientific  knowledge,  voluminous  and  constructive  public  comment,  and 
used  this  information  to  form  a  Prefertcd  Alternative.  And  the  Preferred  Alternative  balances  competing 
resource  values  and  interests  in  a  responsible  manner. 

0106-007 

Exchanges  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  lAP/EIS.  Please  see  Response  0106-003.  The  BLM  decided  that  a 
supplemental  lAP/EIS  is  not  necessary.   Please  see  Response  0106-006. 

0106-008 

The  Plan  has  not  considered  additions  to  national  parks,  national  wildlife  refuges,  or  wilderness  designation 
(see  Sec.  Il.G).  Based  on  responses  from  landholders  along  the  Colville  River-ASRC  and  the  State — the 
BLM  has  determined  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  that  the  river  is  not  suitable  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designafion.  The  Plan  considers  additions  to  existing  or  creating  new  Special  Areas,  but  this  designation 
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Robert  Franz 

169  Wildflower  Drive 
Plymouth  Meeting,  PA  19462 
Robert_G„Franz®  SBPHRD.COM 
myself 

I  am  very  disappointed  that  the  draft  EIS  seems  to  be  in  total 
isolation  to  the  effects  of  oil  field/natural  gas  development  in  areas 
adjacent  to  this  area,  and  which  are  already  open  to  development, 
either  current  or  planned. 

One  would  read  the  various  plans  and  assume  that  the  impacts 
proposed  are  only  the  result  of  potential  development,  and  have  no 
bearing  on  whether  adjacent  areas  are  destroyed  by  development,  which 
would  impact  upon  wildl i  f e  options . 

The  NPR-A  is  an  exceptional  area  of  undeveloped  wilderness,  high 
in  natural  values  that  cannot  be  saved  once  development  starts  . 

Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  need  permanent  protection,  and 
the  wetlands  and  piparian  areas  adjacent  to  them. 

At  least  90  species  of  birds  return  to  this  region  every  year,  as 
well  as  caribou  fromthe  Western  Arctic  herd.  With  arguments  still  on 
going  as  to  whether  the  decrease  in  caribou  herds  in  the  Prudhoe  region 
are  natural  or  as  a  resul t  of  the  extensive  development ,  it  is  not  time 
to  put  another  herd  at  risk. 

I  support  Alternative  A.  If  one  examines  the  special  areas  that 
already  are  present  as  designated  in  the  draft  EIS,  only  Alternative  A 
protects  those  areas.  The  subsistence  areas  also  seem  to  come  up  short 
in  the  way  of  protection  except  for  Alternative  A. 

I  find  i  t  very  disturbing  in  the  language  protecting  wildlife  that 
restrictions  that  make  oil  production  less  than  favorable  (my  words) 
can  be  waived  in  alternatives  D  and  E.  There  is  probably  no  oil  company 
in  existence  that  could  not  find  accountants  to  argue  waiving  the 
restrictions  under  and  all  circumstances .  

On  the  i  ssue  of  water  wi  thdrawl ,  I  question  whether  water  f lows 
have  been  compared  to  the  very  high  level  of  water  requirments  that  oil 
dri 1 ling  re qui  res ,  especially  under  extensive  development .  As  indicated 
in  the  draft  EIS,  the  climate  is  not  conducive  to  fish  except  in 
special  areas  and  deep  lakes .  Water  usage  is  not  to  be  taken  lightly . 


It  is  poss  ible  that  I  could  support  elements  of  Al ternat ive  B  if 
modified.  However,  the  draft  EIS  does  not  give  me  any  support  that  a 
suitable  modification  to  protect  wildlife  and  wilderness  valuse  can 
come  about  except  with  Alternative  A.  I  support  Alternative  A. 

(The  comments  within  are  mine,  and  do  not  reflect  those  of  any 
company  nor  my  employer . ) 

It  is  OK  to  release  my  name  and  street  address  to  the  public  with  these 
comments , 


•  There  is  no  need  to  fast-track  new  leasing  to  the  oil  companies  in"tBe 
NPRA  when  (here  is  no  national  energy  policy  or  evidence  of  a 
compelling  rationale. 

•  Since  any  oil  found  in  NPRA  can  be  exported.  I  don't  believe  i(  would 
serve  Ihe  "total  energy  needs  of  the  nation'"  as  required  by  the  law 
governing  NPRA. 

•  A  new  boom  of  oil  industry  sprawl  threatens  America's  arctic.  A  vasi, 
unique  wilderness  containing  internationally  important  waterfowl  and 
other  wildlife  is  at  stake. 

9     Permanent  protection  is  needed  for  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River 
Special  Areas  before  any  leasing  occurs.  These  areas  should  be  forever 
off  limits  to  roads,  pipelines  and  industrial  activity.  A  new 
conservation  alternative  is  needed  because  none  of  the  DEIS 
alternatives  provide  adequate  protection  to  fish,  wildlife,  rivers, 
wildlands  or  wilderness  values. 

•  There  should  be  a  specific  commitment  made  for  future  public  review 
and  comment  of  the  DEIS  once  a  "proposed  alternative"  has  been 
fashioned. 

•  The  range  of  DEIS  alternatives  is  inadequate.  None  of  them  provide 
"maximum  protection"  for  special  areas  as  required  under  current  law. 
There  needs  to  be  a  conservation  alternative  that  proposes  permanent 
protection  for  Special  Areas,  recommends  "wild"  river  for  the  Colville, 
and  does  not  allow  leasing  now. 

I  strongly  suppoi't'Uie  formal  comments  submitted  by  the  Wilderness 
Society  and  Alaska  Wilderness  League. 

Sincerely, 


Address 


Entered    on:     1/26/98 


City  . 


Zif^ 


0206-001 

The  BLM  urges  the  commenter  to  review  Sections  IV.A.l.b.3(d)  and 
IV.A.l.b(4)(f)  concerning  future  demands  for  water.    The  discussion  in  Section 
IV.AJ.b.4(f)  is  a  relevant  example  of  drawdown  on  a  small  lake.    Approved 
water  sources  likely  w^ould  be  from  lakes  w^ith  no  surface  inlet  or  outlet  or 
resident  fish  populations.    Preferred  Alternative,  Stipulation  20  prohibits  water 
withdrawal  from  rivers  and  streams  during  the  winter.    The  large  amount  of 
water  required  for  reservoir-waterflooding  operations  could  include  using 
surface  water,  groundwater,  seawater,  or  other  sources.    Treated  seawater 
commonly  is  used  in  waterflooding  operations  during  early  production.    Later, 
produced  formation  water  is  reinjected  to  enhance  oil  recovery.   A  discussion  of 
waterflooding  is  found  in  Section  IV.A.I  .b.5(c). 
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Mr.  Gene  Terlcind 

NPRA  Project  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (930) 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  W.  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage.  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 

The  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  was  established  by  President  Harding 
as  a  petroleum  reserve  more  than  70  years  ago  and  should  be  opened  for 
exploration  and  development.  1  strongly  urge  BLM  to  select  Alternative  E  in 
the  NPRA  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  entire  planning  area 
should  be  opened  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  without  the  creation  of  new 
"Special  Areas"  or  the  expansion  of  existing  "Special  Areas." 

Approving  a  lease  sale  in  the  NPRA  simply  makes  the  planning  area  available 
for  exploration  and  development.  Any  subsequent  industry  projects  will  face  a 
myriad  of  environmental  and  regulatory  tests  as  they  move  through  the 
permitting  process.  The  oil  and  gas  industry  has  proven  over  the  past  25  years 
that  it  is  capable  of  operating  large  scale  exploration  and  development  projects 
in  Arctic  conditions  while  maintaining  the  highest  standards  of  safety  and 
environmental  sensitivity. 

The  U.S.  Congress  has  mandated  that  oil  exploration  be  the  dominant  use  in 
the  NPRA  and  authorized  the  Department  of  Interior  to  mitigate  potential 
impacts.  Any  stipulations  placed  on  Industry,  therefore,  should  be  based  on 
sound  science  and  mitigation  measures  should  take  precedence  over  land  set- 
asides. 

I  encourage  BLM  to  move  forward  with  an  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  in  the  NPFiA  as 
quickly  as  possible.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project. 


Sincerely, 


Name 


0267 


] 


January  24,   1998 

Mr.  Gene  Terland 

NPR-A  Project  Coordinator 

Bureau  ol  Land  Management  (930) 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  W.  7th  Avenue 

Anctiorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 

I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  full  leasing  of  the  Nortfieast  section  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska,  known  as  the  "Planning  Area"  as  described  In 
the  recently-released  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  While  I  support  the  full 
leasing  recommendation  of  .Alternative  E,  I  do  not  support  the  creation  of  new 
Special  Areas  or  the  expansion  of  existing  Special  Areas.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to 
record  my  opposition  to  any  federal  Wilderness  designations  in  the  petroleum 
reserve  and  the  designation  of  the  Colville  River  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 

As  an  alternative  to  land  set-asides  and  closures,  I  support  reasonable  stipulations 
and  other  measures  to  mitigate  potential  impacts  from  development.  I  strongly  object 
to  the  closure  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas  to  leasing  and 
development  activity  as  such  action  would  block  exploration  of  the  highest 
prospective  areas  of  NPR-A. 

In  light  of  declining  oil  production  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kupanjk,  it  is  vital  that  we 
develop  new  oilfields  to  sustain  the  Alaska  economy  and  strengthen  America's 
global  energy  position.  American  oil  production  Is  at  its  lowest  level  in  four  decades 
and  nearly  half  of  the  oil  now  used  In  the  U.S.  is  imported.  According  to  the  U.S. 
Energy  Department,  U.S.  oil  resen/es  have  fallen  30  percent  since  1977  and 
production  has  declined  more  than  25  percent  since  1986.  The  Energy  Department 
estimates  imports  may  account  for  68  percent  of  U.S.  oil  supplies  by  2015. 

America  must  look  to  NPR-A  and  other  high  potential  areas  within  the  United  States  to 
reverse  its  increasing  reliance  on  foreign  sources  of  oil.  Please  move  forward  as 
quickly  as  possible  with  a  lease  program  that  opens  the  entire  Northeast  sector  of  the 
petroleum  reserve  to  exploration. 


Sincerely, 


/\^-i-C-'u£^  ,    Vy/       -^/g 


Name 


^ 


■/C447Arv^ 
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January  24,  1998 

Mr,  Gens  Terland 

NPR-A  Project  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (930) 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  W.  7th  Avenue 

Anctiorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 


Senator  Dave  Donley 

ALASKA  STATE  LEGISLATURE 


January  27,  1998 


I  Strongly  urge  the  Bureau  of  Land  Ivlanagement  to  open  the  entire  Northeast  section 
of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  exploration  and 
development.  Alternative  E  is  the  only  land  management  regime  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  is  consistent  with  the  standard  and  dominant 
use  Congress  prescribed  for  this  unit. 

While  I  support  mitigation  measures  and  special  stipulations  to  minimize  potential 
adverse  impacts,  I  do  not  support  the  expansion  of  Special  Areas  or  the  creation  of 
new  Special  Areas  as  proposed  under  Alternative  E.  I  also  oppose  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  designation  for  the  Colville  River,  as  well  as  any  federal  Wilderness 
application  in  the  petroleum  reserve. 

Three  decades  of  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the  Arctic  has  clearly  demonstrated  that 
industry  has  the  capability,  technology  and  experience  to  operate  throughout 
Alaska's  North  Slope  while  maintaining  the  highest  standards  of  safety  and 
environmental  sensitivity.  Mitigation  measures,  therefore,  should  take  precedence 
over  land  set-asides. 

I  encourage  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  move  fonward  with  a  lease  sale  in 
NPR-A  as  soon  as  possible  with  the  understanding  that  any  leasing  program  in  the 
petroleum  reserve  should  not  preclude  potential  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Coastal 
Plain  of  ANWR. 


Mr.  Gene  Terland,  NPR-A  Project  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (930) 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  West  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland, 

As  a  life-long  Alaskan,  I  encourage  BLM  to  not  only  select  Alternative  E  in 
the  Draft  NPR-A  EIS,  but  also  to  move  forward  with  a  lease  sale  in  1998.   As 
Prudhoe  Bay  reserves  dwindle,  Alaska's  entire  economy  will  ultimately  rely 
on  new  discoveries  in  the  very  near  future. 

Given  Alaska's  overwhelming  dependency  on  oil  and  gas,  1  believe  that  any 
NPR-A  leasing  program  should  in  no  way  preclude  potential  leasing  in  the 
Coastal  Plain  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge.    ANWR's  tremendous 
potential  cannot  be  dismissed  as  a  resource  to  create  jobs  for  Alaskans  and 
energy  for  Americans. 


Sincerely, 


Name 


-^>^»<^^y  .-^>ry<s-^ 


Sincerely, 


Senator  Dave  Donley 


CC:       AK  Oil  &  Gas  Association 

Resource  Development  Council 
Arctic  Power 

January-May:  STATE  CAPITOL  •  JUNEAU,  AK  •  99801-1 182  •  (907)  465-3892  •  FAX:  (907)  465-6595 
Jiine-Dcccmtcr:  716  W.  4TH  AVE.  •  STE.  430  •  ANCHORAGE,  AK  •  99501  •  (907)  258-8181  •  FAX:  (907)  253-1648 

MEMBER:  Senate  Finance  CommiUee  ■  Legislative  Budget  &.  Audit  Committee 
•  Senate  Community  &  Regional  Affairs  Coimnillee 
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January  22.  1998 

Mr.  Gene  Teriand: 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  W.  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

The  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A)  is  one  of  Alaska's  greatest 
wildlife  and  wildland  sanctuaries.  On  severaJ  occasions,  t  have  taken  canoe  trips  on  the 
Colville  River  from  the  upper  Nigu  River  down  to  Umiat  or  Nulqsit.  These  trips  have  been 
some  of  the  highlights  of  my  life,  in  a  lifetime  of  wilderness  travel  all  over  Alaska.  Why? 
For  several  reasons.  One,  this  area  is  one  of  the  greatest  repositories  of  silence  -  a 
quality  that  Is  rapidly  disappearing  from  our  state  and  our  planet.  Much  of  the  landscape  is 
essentially  a  wilderness,  despite  the  fact  that  none  of  the  lands  in  NPR-A  have  been 
designated  wilderness.  Second,  the  Colville  River  corridor  hart)ors  nesting  habitat  for 
large  numbers  of  peregrine  falcons,  gyrfalcons,  rough-legged  hawk  and  other  raptors. 
NPR-A  has  the  highest  density  on  the  entire  North  Slope  of  nesting  birds  of  prey  and 
songbirds.  It  Is  one  of  the  few  places  in  North  America  to  have  the  experience  of  seeing 
so  many  raptor  species  all  in  one  place,  living  in  their  natural  habitat.  Each  time  I've  been 
down  the  Colville,  I've  seen  many  yellow-billed  loons.  Pacific  brant,  white-fronted  geese, 
brant  and  Canada  geese.  In  fact,  tne  reserve  hartrars  over  20  percent  of  the  worids 
population  of  Pacific  brant.  Third,  for  wildlife,  NPR-A  offers  outstanding  opportunities  to 
see  the  Western  caribou  herd  and  some  of  Alaska's  farthest  north  ranging  moose,  as  well 
as  wolves,  foxes,  grizzlies  and  other  wildlife.  Finally,  the  rich  archeotogical  and 
paleonlological  resources  offer  an  unprecedented  oppwrlunity  for  people  to  understand 
Alaska's  rich  prehistory. 

I  am  fully  aware  that  NPR-A  was  originally  set  aside  as  an  oil  reserve  for  the 
nation,  so  1  understand  that  some  of  the  values  which  I've  described  may  someday 
diminish,  a  consequence  which  I  find  unacx;eptable.  In  my  analysis  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS),  it  is  inadequate  and  incomplete.  I  view  the  DEIS 
as  a  rush  job  —  a  document  which  was  compiled  by  the  best  scientists  available  in  a 
short  period  of  time,  using  data  which  was  available  at  the  time,  but  that  isn't  necessarity 
current.  I  question  the  rush  on  the  part  of  the  Interior  Department,  There  is  no  Justification 
to  develop  petrotejm  fields  in  NPR-A  at  this  time. 

In  many  ways,  the  situation  with  the  DEIS  feels  like  a  deja  vu  from  1987,  when 
the  Interior  Department  released  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge's  1002  report.  At  that 
time,  there  was  no  National  Energy  Policy  to  justify  developing  the  biological  heart  of  the 
refuge.  Here  again,  we  have  a  DEIS  that  fails  to  address  an  energy  policy  for  the  nation  ~ 
one  that  places  a  premium  on  conseraton,  one  that  sets  standards  for  energy  efficiency  - 
in  our  vehicles,  in  our  homes,  in  our  appliances,  in  our  industries. 

I  do  not  tjelieve  It  is  the  right  time  to  pull  oil  out  of  NPR-A.  A  mere  20  years  has 
passed  since  Pnjdhoe  Bay  began  pumping  oil.  This  is  but  the  blink  of  an  eye  --  barely 
enough  time  to  adequately  determine  the  cumulative  effects  of  oil  development  on  Alaska's 
North  Slope.  Alaska  is  amidst  a  new  oil  boom,  with  new  developments  along  many  miles 
of  the  Beaufort  seacoast.  Especially  in  light  of  all  the  new  development,  a  conservative 
approach  is  called  for.  I  t>elieve  we  shouTd  delay  any  premature  oil  lease  sales  and 
development  until  we  have  more  information. 

What  is  the  best  use  of  NPR-A?  Shall  we  damage  or  destroy  internationally 
significant  wildlife  and  waterfowl  populations,  wild  rivers  and  wilderness  values  now  for 
the  short-temn  gain  of  oil  companies  and  associated  industries?  Or  shall  we  exhibit 
advanced  wisdom,  by  protecting  the  lands,  waters  and  wildlife  of  NPR-A  —  a  landscape 


that  is  the  last  frontier  of  The  Last  Frontier.  Years  ago,  when  waters  filled  up  behind  the 
Glen  Canyon  dam,  creating  Lake  Powell,  tost  to  the  worid  were  a  labyrinthine  network  of 
canyons  and  the  cfwellings  and  rock  art  of  ancient  civilizations.  David  Brewer,  then 
president  of  the  Sierra  Club,  called  Glen  Canyon  the  "place  no  one  knew."  I  believe 
NPR-A  is  America's  last  "Place  no  one  Knew.   It  would  be  a  trapedy  If  we  allow  NPR-A  to 
be  developed  before  the  American  people  have  an  understanding  of  what  we  stand  to 
lose  should  we  cover  yet  another  arctic  landscape  with  drill  pads,  gravel  roads,  and  a 
major  industrial  development. 

While  my  greatest  wish  is  that  NPR-A  remain  free  of  oil  development,  I  know  that 
is  an  unrealistic  scenario.  In  light  of  this,  I  find  NONE  of  the  alternatives  In  the  DEIS 
acceptable.  I  would  propose  a  new  altemative  which  includes  the  following: 

■Allow  no  lease  sales  anywhere  in  NPR-A  until  a  National  Energy  Policy  exists  for 
the  nation. 


•Permanent  wikJemess  designation  for  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area_ 
•Designation  of  Colville  River  as  a  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 
Establish  2-mile  non-development  t)uffer  on  either  side  of  the  river 
•Remove  all  sut>sistence  structures  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  Sf>ecial  Area 
erected  after  June  1996. 


•Allow  no  lease  sales  anywhere  in  NPR-A  until  permanent 

protection  status  is  secure  for  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River 


001 
002 
003 
004 
005 


Thank  you  very  much. 


0311-001 

Domestic  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  is  consistent  with 

the  Department  of  Energy's  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy 

Strategy.    For  a  more  complete  discussion,  please  see  Response 

1851-002. 

031  1-002 

Please  see  Response  1851-058. 

031  1-003 

The  BLM  has  determined  as  part  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  that  the 
Colville  River  is  not  suitable  for  designation  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic 
River.    We,  however,  have  restricted  surface  development  v/ithin  a 
mile  of  the  river  and  have  determined  to  conduct  additional 
consultation  with  State,  North  Slope  Borough,  and  affected 
communities,  before  authorizing  development  within  2  mi  of  the 
river. 


031  1-004 

The  BLM  is  working  with  the  NSB  to  determine  the  extent  and 

potential  resolution  of  the  issue  of  existing  structures,  including 

cabins  and  hunting  and  fishing  camps,  within  existing  policy  and 

procedures. 

0311-005 

Please  see  Response  1851-058. 
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January  23rd,  ^998 


Mr.  Gene  Terland,  NPRA  Planning  Team 

B.L.M. 

222  West  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 

Mr.  lerland : 

The  comments  below  will  refer  to  the  document  entitled  "Northeast 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska   Suimnary  of  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement"  dated  December  1997.  I  am  unable  to 
attend  any  of  the  public  hearings  on  this  matter  being  held  by  your  agency, 
however  I  request  that  these  comments  to  Included  in  the  hearing  record  on 
the  same  basis  as  if  they  had  been  presented  at  one  of  them,  and  taken  into 
consideration  when  your  team  makes  it's  final  decision  on  it. 


First,  I  would  like  to  state  that  I  do  not  believe  that  the  choices 
presented  in  this  document  are  comprehensive  or  adequate .   I  believe  that 
the  wilderness  and  wildlife  values  In  the  "NPRA"  area  are  extremely 
valuable,  and  MUST  be  protected.   I  believe  that  the  agency  within  the 
federal  government  that  has  the  necessary  expertise  to  manage  the  area 
Is  the  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  and  that  agency  should  be  the  one 
to  make  decisions  on  any  steps  necessary  to  put  critical  wildlife  habitat 
areas  off  limits  to  drilling  and  other  oil-exploration  and/or  production 
activities ,  either  on  a  seasonal  or  permanent  basis .   1  recommend  that  the 
U.S.F.&W.S.  be  given  Chat  authority  and  responsibility,  as  soon  as  possible. 
I  realize  that  this  will  require  action  at  the  Departmental,  and  possibly 
Congressional,  level.   I  urge  that  this  action  be  taken,  by  those  persons 
with  the  authority  to  do  so,  as  soon  as  possible. 

Second,  I  believe  that  NPRA  should  be  opened  to  oil  production  only 
in  time  of  a  national  emergency.   Exploration  necessary  to  determine  the 
extent  and  location  of  oil  within  the  boundaries  of  this  area,  under  con- 
ditions ensuring  that  no  harmful  effects  will  be  experienced  by  the 
wildlife  species  that  use  the  area,  either  on  a  seasonal  or  all-year 
basis ,  may  be  permissible . 


Third,  I  believe  that  before  this  reserve  is  even  explored,  let  alone 
tapped,  this  country  should  have  a  national  energy  policy  that  has  as  it's 
first  principles  ef f dcient  use  and  conservation.   I  realize  that  this  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Energy,  and  not  the  B.L.M.  or 
Department  of  Interior.   However,  It  should  be  a  condition  that  must  be  met 
before  any  exploration  or  production  of  oil  or  gas  from  NPRA  is  permitted. 

I  understand  that  the  Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center  has  drawn 
up  a  plan  for  designating  certain  critical  habitat  areas  within  NPRA  as 
Wilderness  Areas.   I  urge  that  this  plan  be  adopted,  before  any  further 
exploration  is  permitted  in  NPRA. 


Sincerely, 


] 


001 


jiJUuXL  d  IdVrJw^ — — 


0313-001 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  transferring  the  NPR-A  to  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ser\'ice 
would  require  Congressional  action.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  plan. 

0313-002 

The  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Production  Act  in  1976  described  the  purpose  of  the 
NPR-A.  It  was  not  to  be  used  for  national  emergency,  but  to  serve  the  Nation's  total 
energy  needs.  (See  Sec.  l.B.  1 .  for  more  discussion  of  the  purpose  of  the  Reserve.)  Until 
the  1970s,  the  Federal  Government  funded  exploration  of  the  NPR-A.  Legislation  in  1980, 
however,  changed  the  Federal  Government's  approach  to  extracting  oil  and  gas  froin  the 
Reserve  to  one  dependent  on  private  industry.  Without  assurance  of  the  right  to  produce 
oil,  oil  companies  are  not  willing  to  explore.  Moreover,  development  of  an  oil  field  once 
exploration  is  completed  requires  4  years.  Such  development  likely  would  be  too  slow  to 
effectively  respond  to  an  emergency  and  might  be  so  rushed  as  to  compromise  prudent 
environmental  protections. 

0313-003 

Domestic  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  is  consistent  with  the  Department  of 
Energy's  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy.  For  a  more  complete  discussion, 
see  Response  1851-002. 


Gerald    R.    Brookinan 
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Rick  Rogers 


Gene  Terland 

NPRA  Project  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (9301 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  W.  7'"  Ave. 

Anchorage,  AK    99513-7599 

HE:    NPRA  Public  Comment.  Draft  EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Terland: 


These  comments  are  submitted  s 
current  public  review. 


'ith  regard  to  the  NPRA  draft  EIS  that  is  the  subject  of 


1  am  supportive  of  Alternative  E.  which  proposes  full  leasing  of  the  high  potential  oil  and 
gas  areas  within  NPRA.    This  is  the  only  alternative  that  is  consistent  with  the  original 
congressional  intent  for  creating  NPRA  in  the  first  place.    This  alternative  recognizes  the 
reason  NPRA  was  set  aside.     If  portions  of  NPRA  are  to  be  closed  to  leasing,  then  the  same 
reasoning  would  open  the  57  million  acres  of  Wilderness  in  Alaska  to  consideration  for 
leasing.    The  question  at  hand  should  not  be  whether  to  lease,  but  on  what  terms. 

Alternative  E  should  be  modified  to  eliminate  the  "Special  Areas'  within  the  planning  area. 
These  areas  can  be  leased  with  reasonable  mitigation  measures  for  wildlife,  as  has  been 
ssfully  demonstrated  at  Prudoe  Bay,  making  set  asides  unnecessary. 


Mitigation  measures  throughout  the  planning  area  should  be  based  on  sound  science.     For 
example  what  data  supports  a  buffer  on  goose  molting  areas  of  over  'A  mile.    The  Geese  in 
the  urban  environment  of  Anchorage  don't  seem  to  have  difficulty  molting,  and  I'm  sure  the 
same  is  the  case  within  the  planning  area  which  will  have  far  less  habitat  manipulation  and 
disturbance  than  Alaska's  largest  city. 


Studying  the  eligibiiity  of  rivers  within  the  planning  area  for  the  sole  purpose  of  nomination 
as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  Conservation  System  Unit  is  in  direct  conflict  with  ANILCA  and  is  an 
inappropriate  undertaking  for  the  planning  team.    Alaska  already  has  over  57  million  acres 
of  wilderness.    ANILCA  promised  the  people  of  Alaska  'NO  MORE."    The  proposed  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  are  a  further  abandonment  of  the  Federal  Government's  "promise"  to  Alaskans 

I  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  a  modified  alternative  E.  less  the  special  areas,  without  wild  and 
scenic  river  designations,  and  with  scientifically  defensible  mitigation  strategies.    Such 
direction  would  be  consistent  with  the  congressional  intent  for  the  area  and  the  interest  of 
Alaskans  and  all  Americans  who  depend  on  oil  in  their  daily  lives. 

Sincerely, 


Rick  Rogers 

0325-001 

The  justification  for  buffer  widths  is  covered  in  Response  to  Comment 
1656-001 .    The  reasons  for  doubting  the  validity  of  studies  done  at  Prudhoe 
Bay — as  models  for  goose  behavior  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area — also  apply 
to  the  behavior  of  Canada  geese  in  Anchorage. 


nick 

14  Tisbury  Cl 

Baltimore,  md  21236 

the  Earth 

~  Official  policy  to  prevent/STOP  any  and  all  oil  exploratory  wells  or 

actual  drilling  for  200  years  !!!!! 

Unless  the  US  is  directly  attacked  on  US  soil  by  a  foreign  inVader 

causing  a  ground  troop  war  that  last  so  long  that  our  domestic  oil 

reserves  are  depleted  (in  other  words  NO  MORE  OIL  EXTRACTION  EVERI!!| 


~  Designate  the  area  above  below  and  on  the  land  area  a  National  Park 
and  Wilderness  area  under  the  management  of  NPS  and  Native  Alaskans 
that  care  about  the  land. 


002 
003 


"  Establishment  of  a  small  visitor  center  and  some  hiking  trails  but     

NO  HUNTING  unless  it  is  by  real  native  (non-white)  Alaskans/tribes  and 
then  regulated  by  bag  limits,  and  no  endangered  species  to  be  taken 

I  do  not  want  my  name  and  street  address  released  to  the  public  with  these 

comments. 

Yes,  ]  want  to  be  added  to  the  BLM's  NPR-A  mailing  list. 

Entered  on;  1/30/98 


0329-001 

Creating  a  national  park  or  a  wilderness  area  or  transferring  lands  in  excess  of 
those  authorized  under  ANCSA  to  Alaskan  Natives  requires  Congressional 
action,    (See  also  Response  1851-058.) 

0329-002 

Given  the  area's  remoteness,  inaccessibility,  inhospitable  environment,  and 
the  dispersed  and  small  numbers  of  visitors,  such  a  development  would  be 
prohibitively  expensive  to  construct,  run,  and  maintain.    Development  in  this 
roadless  region  of  Alaska  would  be  ineffective  and  inconsistent  with  the 
primitive  recreational  setting  afforded  by  the  area. 

0329-003 

Federal  law  forbids  restricting  hunting  rights  by  race. 
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From: 
To: 
Date : 
Subject : 


G3 


Fri ,  Feb  6,  199E 
NPRA  DRAFT  EIS 


il:03  am 


Dear  BLM  team. 

First  I'd  like  to  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft 

lAP/EIS  on  the  developrrLsn t  in  the  eastern  NPR-Alaska.   My  name  is 
Joseph 
Rueter,  I  live  at 

I  have  resided  in  Alaska  since  1960,  and  at  this  address 
since  1988 . 

My  interest  in  this  issue  stems  trom  my  direct  experience  working 
on  the  north  slope  as  a  laborer  removing  the  pipeline 
construction  camps,  as  a  biologist  assisting  at  the  Tulik  lake 
research  station  on  the  slope,  and  as  a  avid  lover  of  wilderness 
and  wilderness  travels  here  in  Alaska. 

I  was  able  to  review  the  summary  of  the  draft  EIS  made  available 
at  the  BLM  office  in  Fairbanks.   On  January  22  I  attended  the 
public  hearing  on  the  issue  and  gave  testimony  on  my  evaluation 
of  the  proposal .   In  this  short  note  I  would  like  to  elaborate 
certain  points  of  my  evaluation  that  I  was  unable  to  present  in 
the  time  limited  to  public  testimony. 

I  will  limit  my  comments  to  2  areas  I  consider  most  important  in 

this  issue.  

First  of  these  is  my  and  many  other  biologists  concern  for  both 
the  colville  river  corridor,  and  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area.   The 
draft  EIS  identifies  these  areas  as  "speacial  areas"  recognized 
in  1977 .   This  most  recent  analysis  again  elaborates  on  the  value 
of  Teshekpuk  lake  area  as  an  important  ecological  reserve 
important  to  many  waterfowl  species  and  carribou  in  the  area,  and 
traditional  uses  of  the  the  deep  lakes  to  the  South  of  Teshekpuk 
lake .      The  signi  f icance  of  the  water  fowl  to  the  area ,  and  of 
the  ecological  composition  of  the  area  to  its  waterfowl 
populations  has  been  elaborated  in  numerous  studies  (Example  is 
Eric  Taylors  thesis  on  the  Brant  colony  in  the  area) .   This 
merits  action:  This  area  should  be  recognized  permanently  as  a 
wildlife  refuge  that  will  not  be  open  to  the  present  proposal  for 
development  nor  any  future  proposals.   The  ambiguity  of 
"speacial  area"  is  not  appropriate.   This  as  well  pertains  to  the 
colville  river  corridor.  The  largest  of  our  north  slope  rivers, 
the  Colville   has  immense  wilderness  and  recreational  values 
elaborated  in  the  Draf  t  and  by  testimony  at  the  Fairbanks 
hearings.   At  minimum  the  area  is  deserving  of  designation  as  a 
wild  and  scenic  river.   I  say  at  minimum  because  the  topography 
of  the  area  is  such  that  the  1/2  mile  protected  corridor  provided 
by  the  WSR  des  i gnat ion  wi 1 1  not  preserve  the  wildernes  s 
characteristics  in  such  an  area  where  vistas  extend  to  the  tens 
of  miles,   I  would  suggest  a  10  to  15  mile  wide  corridor  to 
protect  the  recreational  value  of  this  incredible  river. 


Second ,    I  would  1  ike  to  discus  s  my  concern  for  ho  v." /why  this 
process  was  initiated: 

Originally  set  aside  in  1923  as  an  area  of  land  that  could 
provide  the  nation  with  badly  needed  energy  in  a  time  of  national 

crisis.  This  area  is  now  the  largest  expanse  of  undeveloped . 

public  land  left  in  America .   What  has  ini  t ia ted  this  evalua t  ion 
in  the  first  place  in  these  times  of  falling  gas  prices,  a  lack 
of  government  ini  t  ia  t ive  and  incentives  for  energy  conservation , 
and  an  actual  export  of  much  of  our  domestic  Alaskan  crude 
production? 

The  Draft  plan  does  not  discuss  this  in  any  detail  and  the  nation 
needs  to  be  made  aware  of  these  actions  before  a  discussion 

concerning  where  to  posi  tion  oi 1  leases  in  the  area  can  even  . 

begin.   The  NPRA ' s  use  is  not  exclusively  mandated  to  petroleum 
development.   Other  potential  values  for  this  expanse  of  land 
must  be  analysed  and  public  opinion  querried  before  an  exclusive 
win  or  lose  economic  evaluation  of  oil  development  in  the  area  is 
used  as  our  basis  of  an  integrated  plan  for  the  area. 


T  am  not  stonewall  again 
the  present  approach  to 
leads  me  to  feel  offender 
than  the  publics  intere 
noticed  that  in  the  the 
lAP/EIS  on  page  60  in  "e 
economic  effects  of  the 
evaluation  focuses  exclu 
dollars  with  increasing 
alternatives  that  have  1 
can  occur.   No  other  pot 
portrayed  or  considered 
act i vi  ty  plan . 


s t  petroleum  development  in  the  area ,  but 
making  land  use  decisions  in  the  area 

that  large  corporate  interests  rathe"r 
ts  are  tiriving  these  developments.  I 
summary  of  the 

ffects  of  alternatives"  section  under  the 
different  al ter natives :    the  economic 
sively  the  loss  vs  gain  of  millions  of 
probability  for  higher  revenues  wi  th  the 
ess  stipulations  on  vjhere  the  oil  leasing 
en t  ial  f u  ture  economic  effects  are 

This  does  not  seem  an  integrated 


Other  types  of  economic  benef  its  concerned  wi  th  the  deci  si  ons 

that  preserve  both  the  biological  and  wilderness  resources  in  the 

NPRA  must  be  evaluated. 

An  example  is  our  bourgeoning  tourist  industry.   Many  people  come 

to  Alaska  with  a  love  for  wild  country  although  they  them.selves 

may  not  be  capable  physically  of  accessing  such  areas.   But  it  is 

the  existence  of  such  areas  that  is  a  major  motivating  factor  in 

making  tourists  visit  Alaska  and  make  efforts  to  get  near,  or  get 

"a  taste  of  Alaska"  in  more  accesable  parks  and 

Recreation  areas  close  to  urban  centers.   I  think  a  survey  of 

visitors  to 

Alaska  and  people  who  would  buy  preferencially  Alaska  products 

would  f  ind  that  most  all  knew  of  and  were  familiar  with  the 

wilderness  values  of  the 

Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Prince  v/illiam  Sound  and  and 

other  remote  wilderness  areas  here  in  Alaska  that  they  may  never 

visit,  but  provide  the  back  drop  by  which  Alaska  has  become 

evaluated  as  a  popular  tourist  destination. 
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By  additionally  making  people  aware  that  they  have  in  Alaska 
such  a  place  called  Teshekpuk  lake  that  is  a  protected  area  in 
the  arctic  wilderness  where  an  incredible  and  ancient  menagery  of 
water  fowl  gather  each  year,  including  spectacular  concentrations 
of  geese  and  brant  that  yearly  use  the  area  as  there  molting 
grounds ,  thi  s  doe  s  have  some  ecomonic  beni  f  i  t   tha  t  should  be 
recognized  in  contrast  to  a  fast,  "potentially  lucrative"  and 
irreverent  petroleum  development  project  on  our  Nations  largest 
undeveloped  commons . 
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Thank  you  for  taking  my  comments  on  this  issue  and  keeping  me 
informed  on  its  developments , 

Sincerely,  Joseph  Rueter 


0597-001 

Creating  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge  requires  Congressional  action  and  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  lAP/EIS.  (Such  an  action  is  similar  in  this  respect  to  creating  a  wilderness  area. 
See  also  Response  1851-058.) 

As  the  commenter  notes,  the  draft  lAP/EIS  contemplated  designating  the  Colville  River  as 
a  part  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  Based  upon  the  opposition  of  other 
landholders  along  the  river,  however,  we  have  concluded  that  it  is  not  suitable  for  inclusion 
in  the  system.  Nonetheless,  the  Preferred  Alternative  does  restrict  surface  structures  near 
the  Colville. 


0597-002 

As  noted  in  Section  I.A.,  the  approach  of  oil  production  infrastructure  to  the  planning 
area's  eastern  boundary  has  prompted  intensified  interest  in  leasing  oil  reserves  in  the 
NPR-A.  That  section  has  been  modified  to  address  the  national  interest  in  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  the  planning  area.  Congress  has  opened  the  NPR-A  to  leasing,  and 
consideration  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  in  this  LAP/EIS  is  consistent  with  the 
purposes  of  the  Reserve,  as  put  forward  in  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of 
1976  and  in  P.L.  96-514  passed  in  December  1980.  (See  the  discussion  in  Section  l.B.  1 .) 
It  also  is  consistent  with  the  goal  of  reducing  dependence  on  foreign  oil  sources,  a  goal 
recently  identified  in  the  Department  of  Energy's  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy 
Strategy.  For  a  further  discussion,  please  see  Response  1 85 1  -002. 

0597-003 

The  draft  EIS  summary  document  does  not  include  the  minimal  economic  impacts  of 
tourism  and  recreation  in  the  NPR-A.  The  complete  draft  EIS  document  does  analyze 
these  impacts.  For  alternatives  A  through  E,  14  to  20,  1 -week-long  recreational  float  trip 
parties  per  year  are  estimated  in  Sections  fV.B.l  l.a,  IV.C.l  l.a,  IV.D.l  l.a,  IV.E.  1  l.a,  and 
rV.F.  1 1  .a.  The  corresponding  employment  in  the  recreation  field  is  equal  to  one  person  for 
4  to  6  months  each  year.  Tourist  visits  to  the  Alaska  increases  approximately  5  percent  per 
year.  Tourists  now  numbers  more  than  one  million  per  year.  Part  of  the  attraction  is 
Alaska's  vast  wilderness,  but  few  tourists  visit  the  NPR-A.  Oil  and  gas  developments 
begun  in  the  late  1960s  and  centered  at  Prudhoe  Bay  do  not  appear  to  have  diminished  the 
growth  of  tourism  to  Alaska. 
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American  Ti^vers 


February  9,  1998 

BY  FAX 

Gene  Terland 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  W.  7"'  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 


Re: 


Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 

Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  'fcrlaiid, 

American  Rivers  is  the  nation's  leading  river  conservation  organization  with  more  than  20,000 
members  nationwide,  including  many  who  have  an  interest  in  protecting  the  river  resources  of 
the  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  (NPR-A).    In  its  twenty-five  year  history, 
American  Rivers  has  worked  extensively  to  protect  and  restore  rivers  under  the  federal  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  other  statutes  and  has  actively  assisted  states  and  local  groups  with  their 
river  conservation  efforts. 

American  Rivers  has  worked  extensively  with  several  federal  agencies  in  planning  for  the  river 
resources  on  the  lands  ihcy  administer.   We  have  assisted  the  planning  staff  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (BLM)  in  Washington,  DC  to  clarify  administrative  direction  for 
consideration  of  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands.   We  have  also  worked  closely 
svilh  BLM  staff  in  Alaska  on  a  variety  of  river  planning  issues.   In  1993,  we  successfully 
resolved  litigation  with  BLM  over  its  unlawful  decision  not  to  study  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  in  Alaska,  as  required  by  section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  properly  recognized  that  the  Colville  River  is 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The  DEIS  documents  it 
numerous  outstandingly  remarkable  values.   The  river  provides  outstanding  habitat  for  raptors,  as 
well  as  important  habitat  for  moose,  brown  bear,  wolves,  wolverines  and  at  least  twenty  species 
ol'anadromous  and  freshwater  fish.  The  Colville  is  vital  for  subsistence  activities  and  offers 
superior  recreation  values  for  remote  wilderness  areas.  The  Colville  also  has  world  class 
paleontological  deposits.    American  Rivers  urges  BLM  to  protect  the  Colville  River,  as  well  as 
.  its  significant  tributary  streams,  at  its  highest  classification  —  Wild  River. 


American  Rivers  cor 
February  10.  1998 


iments;  >JPR-A 


Page  2 


American  Rivers  recommends  thai  the  alternatives  set  forth  in  the  DEIS  should  include  an 
alternative  which  would  propose  new  designations  of  Special  Areas,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  and 
other  conservation  measures  to  protect  the  natural  resources  of  the  Arctic.  The  DEIS  docs  n"ot 
offer  a  compelling  case  that  development  of  potential  oil  reserves  is  more  important  than 
protecting  the  outstanding  natural  values  present  in  the  NPR-A,  including  its  wild  rivers. 


Although  the  DEIS  does  document  well  the  outstanding  values  of  the  Colville  River,  it  fails  to 
adequately  evaluate  other  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  in  the  NPR-A.   The  analysis  of 
potential  Wild  and  Scenic  rivers  could  be  substantially  improved  to  more  fully  evaluate  rivers 
within  the  planning  area,  as  well  as  be  more  consistent  with  agency  planning  elsewhere  in  Alaska 
and  the  nation. 


Section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  establishes  a  broad  mandate  to  federal-agencies 
to  consider  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  in  their  land  and  resource  management  planning. 
Most  agency  plans  undertaken  since  1990  examine  comprehensively  all  significant  rivers  and 
streams  within  a  planning  area  rather  than  merely  relying  upon  rivers  identified  in  public 
comment  or  other  inventories.    In  addition,  the  planning  process  is  evolving  from  an  emphasis 
upon  identifying  large  rivers  eligible  due  to  white  water  recreational  opportunities  to  recognizing 
the  eligibility  of  rivers  with  outstanding  fisheries,  botanical,  ecological  and  other  values. 

Plarming  teams  should  assess  all  resource  values  that  would  qualify  a  river  for  inclusion  as  an 
eligible  wild  and  scenic  river.   For  example,  planning  teams  sometimes  ignore,  or  merely  give 
cursory  acknowledgment  to  the  fact  that  ecological  values  may  qualify  a  river  for  inclusion  in  the 
national  rivers  system.  See  U.S.  Departments  of  Interior  and  Agriculture,  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System:  Final  Revised  Guidelines  for  Eligibility.  Classification  and  Manat>ement 
of  River  Areas  ("Interagency  Guidelines").  ^'^  I'cd.  Reg.  39454,  39457  ("In  addition  to  the 
specific  values  listed  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Act,  other  similar  values,  such  as  ecological,  if 
outstandingly  remarkable,  can  justify  inclusion  of  a  river  in  the  national  rivers  system."). 

American  Rivers  has  also  been  involved  in  numerous  planning  etTorts  in  which  rivers  that  had 
previously  been  relegated  only  to  a  "Special  Interest  Area,"  were  later  found  to  be  obvious 
candidates  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system. 

BLM  should  determine  the  eligibility  of  rivers  by  comparison  of  values  within  physiographic 
provinces  represented  in  the  planning  area,  not.  as  in  the  DEIS,  by  generalized  comparisons  to 
rivers  throughout  Alaska.   Examination  of  rivers  within  this  context  would  enable  far  more 
meaningful  comparisons  of  streams  within  the  NPR-A.    Such  an  approach  is  also  fully  consistent 
with  the  objective  of  developing  a  wild  and  scenic  rivers  system  that  fully  represents  the  breadth 
and  diversity  of  rivers  throughout  the  nation. 


001 


002 


003 


1025  Vermont  Ave.,  N.W.  •  Suite  720  •  Washington,  DC  20005 
(202)  547-6900  •  (202)  347-9240  (fax) 


V-24 


American  Rivers  cornmenis;  NPR-A 
February  10.  1998 


American  Rivers  conimenls:  NPR-A 
February  10.  1998 


Another  important  evolution  in  the  federal  lands  planning  process  has  been  a  more  expansive 
inteq^retation  of  the  term  "river."   Planners  no  longer  restrict  themselves  to  "segments"  of  large 
rivers,  but  are  identifying  a  range  of  rivers  that  meet  the  broad  definition  of  river  provided  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act: 

"River"  means  a  flowing  body  of  water  or  estuary  or  a  section,  portion,  or  tributary 
thereof,  including  rivers,  streams,  creeks,  runs,  kills,  rills,  and  small  lakes. 
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16U.S.C.  §1286(a). 

For  example,  planners  on  the  Tongass  National  Forest  in  Southeast  Alaska  have  determined  that 
a  glacier  is  a  representative  example  of  a  "flowing  body  of  water"  within  the  Alaska  Coast  Range 
physiographic  area.   They  have  also  concluded  that  Sarkar  Lakes,  a  series  of  intercoruiected 
lakes,  is  appropriately  defined  as  a  river  system. 

Similarly,  an  intermittent  stream  is  an  appropriate  representative  example  of  a  river  in  an  arid 
environment.    For  example,  BLM's  Safford  District  planners  have  concluded  that  several 
intermittent  streams  are  eligible  for  wild  and  scenic  status.   The  Oregon  Omnibus  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act  included  several  intermittent  streams,  including  the  North  Fork  Owyhee  River. 


The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  the  federal  lands  planning  process  offer  the  opponunit>'  to 
protect  river  systems.   American  Rivers  believes  that  the  goals  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
can  best  be  achieved  through  preservation  and  recognition  of  river  systems  as  integral  wholes, 
with  full  recognition  for  the  contribution  of  headwaters  and  tributary  streams.   The  study  and 
protection  of  headwater  and  tributary  streams  is  an  important  development  of  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  system.    In  many  cases,  headwaters  and  tributary  streams  contribute  significantly 
to  outstandingly  remarkable  values  present  in  (he  main  stem  of  a  river,  particularly  downstream 
fisheries.   A  prime  example  of  the  opportunity  available  to  BLM  in  the  NPR-A  would  be  to 
include  the  major  tributary  streams  to  the  Colville  as  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers 
system.  - . 


Unfortunately,  the  NPR-A  planning  team  considered  far  too  narrowly  the  criteria  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.   For  example,  the  planning  team  relies  upon  the 
1978  Section  105(c)  report  to  conclude  that  the  limited  boating  season  available  on  the  Ikpikpuk 
River  renders  it  ineligible.   The  absence  of  Whitewater  boating  does  not  mean  that  a  river  does 
not  have  outstanding  recreational  values.  As  the  planning  document  makes  clear,  the  remote 
rivers  of  the  NPR-A  are  the  principal  places  that  any  travel  in  this  spectacular  land  occur. 
Canoeing,  or  even  hiking  along  a  river,  could  certainly  lead  to  a  finding  that  a  river  possesses 
outstandingly  remarkable  recreational  values.  The  reasoning  provided  by  the  study  team  in 
DEIS,  incorporating  perspectives  more  than  20  years  old,   is  not  sufficient  to  exclude  the  rivers 
in  the  study  area  from  consideration,   For  example,  shallow  low  flows  do  not  affect  a  river's 
potential  eligibility  for  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries,  wildlife,  scenery,  ecological  or  other 
values. 
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It  is  remarkable  that  the  analysis  of  1 7  rivers  within  the  planning  area  did  not  fmd  a  single  river 
that  possesses  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries,  ecological,  or  scenic  values.  The  omission  of 
any  such  identified  values  indicates  that  BLM's  planning  team  should  be  expanded  to  insure  that 
its  resource  assessment  is  adequate  to  identify  the  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  which  flow 
across  the  NPR-A. 

Finally,  Appendix  G  of  the  DEIS,  which  establishes  management  objectives  for  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  accurately  states  the  prohibition  of  developing  hydroelectric  facilities  as  set  forth  in 
Section  7  (a),  however,  the  standards  are  in  error  when  they  state  that  other  water  resources 
projects  are  prohibited  subject  to  this  standard.   See  Section  7(a);  16  U.S.C.  section  1288(a). 


006 


We  trust  that  these  comments  are  helpful  in  ensuring  the  protection  of  the  spectacular  wild  river 
resources  of  the  NPR-A.   American  Rivers  supports  an  additional  alternative  that  protects 
existing  resource  values  and  provides  for  special  designation  for  resources  including 
management  of  the  Colville  River  and  its  significant  tributaries,  as  well  as  other  eligible  rivers 
and  streams  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers.   If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  any  of  the  matters 
set  forth  in  these  comments,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  communicate  with  me. 


Deborah  Williams.  Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  for  Alaska 

Patrick  Shea,  Director,  BLM 

Tom  Allen,  Alaska  Slate  Director,  BLM 

Allen  Smith,  The  Wilderness  Society 

Jack  Hession,  Sierra  Club 

Sylvia  Ward,  Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Council 

Brian  O'Donnell,  Alaska  Wilderness  League 


Original  to  follow  by  mail 
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Alternatives  B  through  D  each  provide  for  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative  and  Alternatives  B  through  E  propose  new  or  additions  to  existing  special  areas.  Congress  has 
identified  development  of  the  Reser\'e's  potential  oil  reserves  as  its  primary  purpose.  The  alternatives 
attempt  to  strike  a  balance  between  oil  development  and  care  for  the  NPR-A's  other  values. 

0603-002 

Please  see  Response  0603-005. 

0603-003 

The  WSR  planning  team  (please  see  Response  0603-005)  was  asked  to  review  all  rivers  in  the  planning  area 
given  the  broad  definition  of  "river"  as  given  in  the  WSR  Act  and  the  ELM  Manual  S35[-Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Policy  and  Program  Direction  for  Identification,  Evaluation,  and  Management.  The  BLM  Manual 
8351  also  provided  the  guidance  used  to  determine  an  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  recreational, 
geologic,  fish,  wildlife,  cultural,  or  historic  value.  Other  than  along  the  Colville  River,  the  team  found  no 
values  of  national  or  regional  importance  or  of  an  outstandingly  remarkable  nature  in  the  geographic 
regional  context  outlined  in  the  BLM  manual. 

0603-004 

The  BLM  believes  it  should  compare,  evaluate,  and  determine  the  values  of  the  rivers  represented  in  the 
planning  area.  The  agency  did  inventory  several  major  tributaries  of  the  Colville  River  for  inclusion  in  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

0603-005 

In  evaluating  rivers  in  the  planning  area  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  the  WSR 
planning  team  did  not  limit  itself  to  information  in  the  Section  105(c)  report.   However,  the  105(c)  report 
was  used  as  a  beginning  point.  Information  in  that  report  was  verified  in  1997  during  field  inventories  and 
expanded  by  adding  16  rivers  not  previously  inventoried.  The  planning  team  is  aware  that  the  absence  of 
such  characteristics  as  Whitewater  boating,  shallow  low  flows,  or  a  limited  boating  season  do  not  preclude  a 
river  from  eligibility.  The  team's  final  determinations  on  river  eligibility  is  based  on  the  understanding  that 
a  river  need  only  be  free-fiowing  and  possess  one  outstandingly  remarkable  value  in  the  context  of  the 
geographical  region.  The  team,  comprised  of  the  State  recreation  program  lead  and  one  fisheries  biologist, 
wildlife  biologist,  hydrologist,  natural  resource  specialist  (recreation  and  visual  resources),  and  an 
archeologist,  found  no  river  other  than  the  Colville  to  have  outstandingly  remarkable  values  in  the  context  of 
the  geographical  region. 

0603-006 

Some  Federal  agency  groundwater  developments  for  range,  wildlife,  recreation,  or  administrative  facilities 
may  be  allowed,  if  they  do  not  negatively  impact  the  values  for  which  the  river  was  designated  (see 
Appendix  G,  Sec.  B,3,  Hydroelectric  Power  and  Water  Resource  Development).  This  section  was  taken 
directly  from  BLM  Manual  835 1 ,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  -  Policy  and  Program  Direction  for 
Identification,  Evaluation,  and  Management  (Sees.  I.B.3,  II.B.3,  and  III.B.3)  and  correctly  makes  this  point. 


This  Side  Blank 
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From: 

To:  Gene  Terland  <gterland®ak .blm . gov> 

Date:  Thu,  Feb  12,  1998   7:47  pm 

Subject:  =?iso-8859 -l?Q?Alaska=92s?-  National  Petroleum  Reserve 

Racbel  Thomas 


February  1 , 


Gene  Terland 

NPRA  Project  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (930),  Alaska  State  OEfice 

222  v;est  7th  Avenue,  Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

E -mai 1  gterland®ak . blm . gov. 

Dear  Mr .  Terland : 

Reference  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  States  on  Alaska's 
Na  tional 
Petrol eum  Reserve . 

I  recommend  a  modified  Alternative  E  be  adopted   which 
provides  for  full  leasing  in  the  NPRA  Planning  Area.   It  is  the 
only  alternative  that  fully  complies  with  Congress ' s  directive 
for  responsible  exploration  and  developme  t .  The  modifications 
requires  are  that  some  stipulations  not  supported  by  experience 
need  to  be  changed.     Buffer  zones  for  molting  geese  is  set  at  — 
2/3  of  a  mile.   One  thousand  feet  is  enough.  Travel  restrictions 
( for  caribou)  of  four  convoys  and  one  flight  daily  and  no  surface 
facilities  in  the  Teshekpuk  hake  area  are  unnecessary  given  the 
Prudhoe  experience  of  booming  herds.  Scientific  studies  show 
properly  spaced  roads  and  pipelines  don ' t  bother  the  animals . 


I  oppose  the  Wild  and  Scenic  and  wildernosH  designations.  This 
action  to  support  the  value  of  primitive,  remote  scenery,   Alaska 
already  has  57  million  acres  of  federal  wilderness  (about  23%  of 
the  state)  for  Greens  to  play  in.   Wha-  about  a  place  for  others 
to  work  and  enjoy  the  econor.ic  benefits? 

Presently  the  advances  in  technology  have  reduced  the 
"footprint"  of  oil  operations  by  80%  from  1970.   And,  as 
technology  further  advances  the 
"footprint  "  of  oil  operations  will  be  further  reduced. 

Oil  is  a  major  supporter  of  the  Alaskan  economy,  while  also 
helping 

Ar?.erica's  energy  security.    Imports  are  currently  at  49%  of  the 
total,  which  is  expected  to  increase  to  68%  by  2015.  The  more  we 
can  produce  ourselves ,  the  less  worry  over  another  foreign 
flare-up  for  our  troops  to  put  out. 

Sincerely 


Rachel  Thomas 


PEOPLE  FOR  THE  USA 
RACHEL  THOMAS 
PRESIDENT,  SOUTHEAST  AKIZOMA  CHAPTER 


I  Oppose  all  creations  of  new  "Special  Areas."  Special  Areas 
(SAs 1  are  functional  buffer  zones .  On  other  BLM  lands,  SAs  are 
of  ten  associa  ted  wi  th 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs) ,  which  are  in 
essence  admin i  strative  wilderness  areas.  ACECs  often  carry 
no-surf ace -occupancy  stipulations,  as  well  as  many  other 
stringent  res  trice ions  on  use  and  access . 

I  support  mitigation  only  through  scientifically  defensible 
measures.   I  do  not  support  any  type  of  restrictive  land 
designations .    Full  protection  of  habitat  can  be  achieved 
through  si te- specif ic  measures  and  compliance  with  existing  laws. 

There  is  absolutely  no  scientific  data  to  support  the  need  to 
lock  the  whole  sucker  up! 


0713-001 

Alternatives  A  through  E  Stipulation  25  is  one  of  several  that  resulted  from  a 
workshop  of  scientists  to  address  possible  mitigation  measures  to  the  impacts  of 
petroleum  development  on  caribou  and  waterfowl.  This  stipulation  has  been 
dropped  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  given  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not 
allow  leasing  in  the  sensitive  goose-molting  area. 

0713-002 

Stipulations  related  to  ground  transportation  and  aircraft  restrictions  outlined  in  the 
draft  EIS  for  Alternatives  A  through  E  were  developed  at  a  cooperative  workshop 
of  Federal,  State,  and  local  experts  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  petroleum 
development  on  caribou  in  key  areas  near  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  although  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  allowed,  no  exploration  or  development 
surface  occupancy  is  allowed  in  traditional  caribou  habitat  to  the  south,  east,  and 
west  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  (Fig  ILC.l-l).  Ground  transportation  and  aircraft 
stipulations  consequently  have  been  modified  to  reflect  these  changes.  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  34  requires  a  minimum  500-ft  separation,  if  feasible, 
between  roads  and  pipelines. 


V-27 


NATIVE  VILLAGE  OF  BAR 
INGPIAT  TRADITIONAL 
GOVERNMENT 


February  11, 199S 

Native  Village  of  Barrow,  Traditional  GbvMm^fSi'  NPR-A  revised  Comments  on  th«  DEitS 

Native  Village  Barrow  (hereafter  NVB)  Tribai'gov«,riVn^S  1998  NPRA  disclosure  to  Bureau  of  land 
Management's  Draft  BS  regarding  the  norfriw^yolti«.of  the  NPRA. 

Aboriginal  Inupiat  ancestral  land  known  as  W^A  waS  (^lUxfrawn  from  the  Public  Lands  In  the  northern 
Territory  of  Alaska.  Inupiat  people  used  qW  Mead^  ttKj?r  coal  mine  for  energy  by  mining  the  coal  and 
bringing  it  to  Bamjw.  Traditionally,  Inupiat  hunters,-  trappers,  and  subsistence  fishers  from  Barrow 
histsrically  have  traveled  from  Barrow  to  SagaVanirktok  ijiver  to  sustain  their  subsistence  harvest 
nutritionally  and  economically  through  ffapping' foxes;  wolverines,  and  wolves.  Historical  trips  to 
Kivalina  and  Noatak  area  were  made  tjy'dog  team  .and  umt^ 

NVB's  lands  was  the  primary  foundation,  in  the  incorporaton-pf 'NVB  in  1940  under  the  Indian 
Reorganization  Act  of  1934,  amended  for  Alaskans' in  1936.  Ttife  population  of  the  NVB  was  Increased 
from  centrallzabon  of  many  small  comriiunlttes  thrdiigh  out  thf  %rctc  Slope.  Residents  from  the 
Ikplkpuk,  Teshekpuk,  Cape  Simpson,  Cape  Halkett,  Oltktbk,  Pt;ijdftoe  Bay  and  many  other  settlements 
have  resettled  to  educate  their  childreri  i(hen'  the  BIA  'school  pperv^  in  Barrow. 

Since  the  incorporation  of  NVB  In  the  1^40'^/  BIA  conducted  a  VJWage  meeting  to  designate  an  Indian 
or  Inupiat  Reservation  for  NVB.  The  pipposalby  BlA  w^s  not  rf^ijent  with  a  proposed  ten  mile 
boundary  (depicted  on  page  1-14  of  ^'VALUgS  ^.R^^fyi^TVNALYSlS  Volume  1,  Sections  1-2  of 
the  105(c)  study  on  the  National  Petif^kip^iies^tfeMifiiisiiiijiyM^  Department  of  the  Interior  in 
1978),  as  it  would  not  sustain  the  liv^'|ipbd  ofthecommOhlt^  economically  or  nutritionally.  Finally, 
Department  of  the  Interior  through  BIA'jte.afeasttiiliti^  study  on  ttie  proposed  ReservaBon  PLO  324 
whether  it  would  sustain  the  livelihood  of  ttie-riatives  aconofliically  or  nutritionally.  It  was  deem  not 
suitable  to  sustain  the  natives  because  the  bpuHdary  Wastbo  small. 

In  1971,  Arctic  Slope  Native  Association  voted  agairist  ttie  ANSCA  land  dalm,  because  the  ANSCA  did 
not  address  the  lands  issues  of  the  Arctic  Sippe  N^tjyes.  The  Edwardson  versus  Morton  lawsuit  is  an 
unresolved  litigation  by  the  Inupiat  peopleto  reso^e-toe'propnetary  issues  of  land  in  the  Arctic  Slope 
of  Alaska.  Arcbc  National  Wildlife  Refuge  iS'  another  example  of  unresolved  land  claims  forbidding 
Inupiat  Natives  of  their  right  to  economic  opportunity  ftjr  their  membership.  The  land  Issues  must  be 
resolved  in  favor  of  some  economic  benefit' for  the  Inupiat  people  Including  some  royalties  within  NPRA 
for  dosing  the  ANWR  land  dalm  by  the  Arctic  Slo(ie  Regional  Corporation. 

NVB  petitions  the  BLM  to  return  all  ancestral  laricjs  Within' ttie  Village  be  conveyed  to  the  NVB  Induding 
but  limited  to  the  PHS  Hospital  property,  thfe  BJA'old'schosi/vyeather  Bureau  lands,  existing  Distant 
Eariy  Warning  Sites  (DEW  Une  Sites)  and  SlAheld  p^jpifirties'ln  Barrow.  DEWLine  sites  included  POW 
MAIN  (in  Banxiw),  POW-A  (Vicinity  of  Barrow)  arid  iJZ  C(vidnity  of  Barrow).  These  DEWUne  Sites  are 
In  the  immediate  hunting  areas  of  NVB.  The  unresolved  Reservation  land  for  NVB  is  attached  as  part  of 


the  NVB  testimony  for  the  DBS  statement  of  NPRA  Integrated  planning  Strategy  by  BLM  for  the 
F=ederal  Government  of  the  United  States.  The  proposed  Reservation  boundary  was  not  the  desired 
boundaries  for  our  Village.  It  documents  the  existing  unresolved  lands  issues  by  the  Inupiat  people 
with  the  Federal  government.  NVB  participated  in  the  incorporation  of  the  Inupiat  Community  of  the 
Arctic  Slope,  IRA  a  regional  IRA  Tribal  government  to  better  incorporate  the  necessary  tx3undary  to 
sustain  the  economy,  nutritional  and  subsistence  needs  of  the  Arctic  Inupiat  people. 

NV8  do  not  vrant  any  designation  of  all  areas  of  the  NPRA  lands  which  will  alter  the  existing 
subsistence  hunting  rights  of  the  Inupiat  People  for  cultural  subsistence  hunUng,  fisiiing,  and  trapping 
livelihood.  The  NPRA  is  the  seasonal  hunting  area  of  the  Inupiat  people  of  the  Arctic  Slope  of  Alaska. 
Any  designation  will  have  detrimental  impact  on  human  consumption  of  renewable  resources  by 
setting  obstruction  and  displacement  of  these  harvestable  resources  from  their  known  habitat  areas  by 
other  users  Inconsistent  with  local  subsistence  activities. 


001 


NVB  subsistence  areas  are  the  Ikplkpuk  River,  Teshekpuk  Lake,  Mayugiaq  River,  eastern  coastilne  of 
Smith  Bay  Including  to  Lonely  for  Caritxju.  The  lands  around  the  eastern  Teshekpuk  Lake  to  Barrow  Is 
the  Geese  hunting  areas. 


Impact  funds  for  communities  must  be  established  for  each  community  for  cumulative  impacts  such  as 
public  services,  sodal  problems  as  alcohol,  hunting,  wildlife  management  and  staging  areas  for  support: 
management.  Etc.  Sand  and  Gravel  rights  tie  given  to  ANSCA  Corporations  to  initiate  joint  wori<ing  — 
relations  witii  any  oil  and  gas  development.  


A  provision  to  grant  residual  rights  of  all  non-commerdal  quantities  of  oil  and  gas  to  local  ANSCA 
corporations.  This  plan  witii  a  small  refinery  can  sustain  the  local  energy  needs  of  the  Inupiat  people 
and  It  will  last  the  local  governments  for  at  least  20  -  80  years! 

The  Reindeer  Husbandry  program  should  be  planned  and  supported  by  BLM  within  the  PL93-638  co- 
management  cxjmpact  for  wildlife  management  for  Arctic  Slope.  Relocate  the  Musk  Ox  in  a       

cooperation  agreement  with  Native  Village  of  Mekoryuk  on  Nunavak  Island  (ANSCA  lands  of  the 
Village)  in  the  Bering  Sea.  This  will  alleviate  and  resolve  conflicts  associated  with  industrial 
development  directiy  with  the  subsistence  hunters.  


The  federal  government  should  establish  a  permanent  fund  to  sustain  the  economy  of  the  Inupiat 
Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope,  IRA  and  Its  member  villages  even  when  the  Oil  and  Gas  development 
has  been  depleted  on  the  Arctic  Slope  lands. 


The  NVB  antidpates  a  150%  (one  hundred  fifty  percent)  Increase  for  their  PL-93-638  contract  services 
to  sustain  additional  expenses  from  impacts  related  to  oil  and  gas  development.  A  cost  of  living 
allowance  must  be  automatically  be  added  to  all  existing  and  coming  PL93-638  contracts  same  as  all 
federal  agencies  In  Juneau,  Fairbanks,  and  Anchorage,  Alaska. 


The  Issue  of  subsistence  hunting,  fishing,  and  tapping  CABINS  within  NPRA  are  the  Inupiat  traditional 
home  away  from  home  during  harvesting  seasons  for  their  nutritional,  dothing,  cultural,  and  economic 
needs.  Public  law  93-638  Co-Management  contract  Is  necessary  to  have  good  mitigation  policy 
between  Industry  and  the  Arctic  residence  of  the  Arctic  Slope.  The  Alaska  Eskimo  Whaling  Commission 
Is  a  representation  model  that  BLM  should  PL93-638  contract  the  Wildilife  issues  bD  tiie  ICAS.     


Native  Village  of  Barrow  requests  the  BLM  to  positively  resolve  all  Kuukpik  Corporation  and  Arctic  Slope 
Regional  Corporation's  land  entitiements.  Furthermore,  NVB  supports  on  land  oil  and  gas  development 
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In  support  of  the  Alaska  Eskimo  Whaling  Commission's  Bowhead  Whaling  management  of  a  protECted 
spades.  This  support  requires  an  utmost  care  to  senslbve  tundra  environment  (or  our  renewable 
subsistence  resources  within  the  NPRA  development  plan. 

NVB  appreciates  its  opportunity  to  submit  its  comments  on  the  NPRA  development  program  by  the 
federal  government  through  the  BLM." 


0851-001 

The  Preferred  Alternative  has  been  crafted  to  rniniinize  impacts  on  subsistence  users.   It  includes  no  land 
designations  which  might  conflict  with  subsistence  activities.   Moreover,  it  will  keep  oil  and  gas  surface 
development  out  of  nearly  all  the  primary  caribou  calving  habitat  and  along  important  subsistence  use  areas, 
such  as  Fish  and  Judy  creeks,  the  Colville,  Ikpikpuk,  and  Miguakiak  rivers,  and  along  Sinith  Bay  and 
Teshekpuk  Lake.  Preferred  Alternative  stipulation  60  forbids  oil  and  gas  lessees  from  unreasonably  restricting 
subsistence  users'  access  to  oil  field  development  areas,  hi  addition,  lessees  are  required  by  Preferred 
Alternative  stipulation  61  to,  among  other  things,  consult  with  local  communities  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory 
Panel  to  discuss  potential  conflicts  between  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  and  subsistence  activities, 
and  to  report  to  BLM  all  concerns  expressed  by  subsistence  users  and  the  steps  the  company  has  taken  to 
address  the  concerns. 


SUBMITTED  BY:    Arnold  Brower  Jr.,  President 

Approved  context  by  the  Tribal  Council  on  January  22,  1998 

cc:       flies 

attachments  (chronology  of  NVB) 


0851-002 

Please  see  Response  1669-017. 

0851-003 

Sand  and  gravel  in  the  NPR-A  are  not  available  for  conveyance  to  ANSCA  Corporations.  Disposition  of  sand 
and  gravel  resources  is  governed  by  the  Mineral  Materials  Act,  30  U.S.C.§§  601-61,'i.  (See  42  U.S.C.  §  6502(1) 
and  (2)).  Alaska  Native  corporations  receive  sand  and  grave!  resources  associated  with  lands  conveyed  to  them 
pursuant  to  ANCSA  as  part  of  their  subsurface  entitlement. 

0851-004 

Oil  and  gas  resources  of  the  NPR-A  may  be  leased  only  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  NPRPA,  42 
U.S.C.§  6508,  including  utilizing  the  competitive  bidding  systems  in  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf  Lands  Act, 
43  U.S.C.  §  I337(a)(l)(A)-(H).  The  disposition  of  residual  oil  and  gas  to  Alaska  Native  corporations  would 
require  an  act  of  Congress. 


0851-005 

Please  refer  to  Section  l.A. 

Section  12  of  the  Act  of  September  1,  1937  (50  Stat.  902)  provides  BLM  the  authority  to  administer  a  reindeer 
grazing  program  in  Alaska.  The  Act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  promulgate  such  rules  and 
regulations  as,  in  his  judgment,  are  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  provisions  of  this  Act.  These  rules  and 
regulations  are  in  43  C.F.R.,  Subpart  4300.  Subpart  4310.0  states  in  part  "Where  these  lands  are  within  the 
natural  migration  routes  of  caribou,  or  when  they  have  other  important  wildlife  values,  the  lands  may  be, 
included  in  a  permit,  at  the  discretion  of  the  authorized  officer  after  consultation  wit  the  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game,  .  .  .  ." 

0851-006 

Currently,  there  is  a  limited  occurrence  of  muskoxen  in  the  planning  area  (Section  llI.B.5.a(2)).  To  date,  no 
connection  has  been  established  concerning  potential  conflicts  between  subsistence  hunters  and  industrial 
development  relating  to  muskoxen. 


0851-007 

Please  see  Response  1669-017. 

The  BLM  does  not  have  authority  to  establish  a  pennanent  fund  for  the  ICAS. 


0851-008 

The  BLM  does  not  have  contracts  under  P.L.  93-638  with  the  NVB. 

0851-009 

Please  see  Response  0039-007. 

0851-010 

Once  BLM  receives  Kuukpik  Corporation's  identification  of  lands  they  wish  to  select,  we  will  begin  work  on 
conveyance  of  Kuukpik  and  ASRC's  land  entitlements. 
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From:  Paul  C.  Rueanoweki 

To:  'gtei-land@ak.blm.gov'  <gterland®ak  .  blm  .  gov> 

Date:  Mon,  Feb  23,  1998  11:08  am 

Subject:  NPR-A  DEIS  commentB 

After  review  of  the  DEIS  I  am  convinced  that  alternative  E  should 
be  the  =  preferred  alternative.   The  BLM  has  done  an  excellent 
job  of  balancing  =  resources  in  the  NPR-A  with  responsible  and 
workable  stipulations.    = 

There  is  no  need  to  compromise  the  opportunity  for  commercial  oil 
and  =  gas  discoveries  by  excluding  highly  prospective  lands  from 
exploration  =  due  to  environmental  conerns .   With  the 
stipulations  in  place  ther  is  no  =  need  to  place  any  land 
restrictions  on  the  proposed  lease  sale .  =20 

However,  I  would  suggest  you  consider  one  stipulation  to  be  in 
place  =  within  areas  that  would  be  placed  off  limits  to 
exploration  in  =  alternative  B.   That  is,  that  lands  potentially 
withdrawn  from  =  exploration  under  alternative  B  should  be 
included  for  lease  under  =  alternative  E,  with  the  stipulation 
that  the  oil  and  gas  companies  post  =  a  bond  prior  to  exploration 
on  those  lands  to  cover  any  potential  that  =  might  exist  for 
environmental  damage.   If  the  exploration  plan  has  =  sufficient 
safeguards  in  it  that ,  in  the  opinion  of  the  BLM,  there  is  = 
negligible  potential  risk,  then  the  bond  requirement  could  be 
waived.    I  =  think  this  provision  would  provide  enough  assurrance 
that  the  job  would  =  be  done  right  under  all  circumstances,  and 
alternative  E  would  be  the  =  best  choice  for  the  federal 
government,  the  state  of  Alaska,  and  the  =  citizens  of  the  US. 

Thank  you  for  providing  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  DEIS. 

Sincerely, 

Paul    C .     Rusanowski ,     Ph . D . 


0907-001 

The  BLM  has  mandatory  bonding  regulations  in  place  for  any  geophysical  exploration 
work  (43  CFR  3 154.1)  and  lease  development  work  (43  CFR  3134.1  and  other  citations 
noted  therein).  There  is  no  regulatory  provision  for  waiving  such  bonding  requirements 
under  any  circumstances.   Further,  the  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 
requires  posting  of  an  additional  mandatory  bond  with  them  for  any  oil  and  gas  well 
drilled. 
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My  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Northeast  NPR-A  Integrated  Activity  Plan  f  0955 


The  BLM  needs  your  comments  on  proposed  future  management  of  the  Northeastern  Area  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska,  as  well  as  any  information  you  have  that  would  correct  errors 
or  omissions  in  the  description  of  the  affected  environRT^nt  or  the  impacts  to  it  as  stated  in  the  DEIS. 
Send  this  form  or  a  letter  to  the  address  on  the  back  by  March  12, 1998.  You  may  also  make  com- 
ments by  Internet  at  http://aurora.ak.blm.gov/npra. 


0955-001 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  6  through  17. 

0955-002 

Please  see  Response  1670-006. 


Privacy  Note:  Comments,  including  names  and  slreei  addresses  of  respondents,  will  be  available  for  public  review  a  ihe 
Fairbanks  BLM  office  during  regular  business  hours  (7:45  a.m.  to  4:30  p.m.  Monday  through  Friday,  except  holidays) 
and  may  be  published  as  part  of  the  Final  Environinenlal  Impacl  Slaterr.ent,  You  may  request  confidentiality.  If  you  wish 
\o  withhold  your  name  or  slreei  address  from  public  review  or  from  disclosure  under  the  Freedom  of  Information  Act, 
you  must  slate  this  promincnliy  at  the  beginning  of  your  wrillcn  cnmmerl.  Such  rcquesis  will  be  honored  lo  the  extent 
allowed  by  law.  All  submissions  from  organizations  or  businesses,  and  from  individuals  identifying  themselves  as 
represenlaiives  or  otTicials  of  organizations  or  businesses,  will  be  made  available  for  publ'c  in^ipcclion  in  Ihcir  entirety. 

Your  input  is  very  important  to  the  members  of  the  team  oecause  tbey  want  to  be  sure  every- 
one has  a  voice  in  the  decision. 


^It  is  OK  to  release  my  name  and  street  address  to  the  public  with  these  comments. 
I I  I  do  not  want  my  name  and  street  address  released  to  the  public  with  these  comments. 
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Name  {please  print)    (^1+*^ 


n-f    \' 


.\J  !S\MiMmD  Hf- 


Streel  address  or  P.O.  Box       "P  ^i  VI.    *? 


Date:2zn5n^ 


City,  Slate,  Zip  Code    Vi  A- 1 /J  ^jO  if.  i  C  <-<7~,  fi-)f 
I  represent     l"  i -H^    o-P    '\h>  ^^>J'^vtl  O  Hf- 


^B-1^ 


Jvl  I  want  to  be  added  to  tlie  BLM's  NPR-A  mailing  list. 
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CITY  OF  VALDEZ,  ALASKA 

RESOLUTION  NO,  98-15 

A  RESOLUTION  OF  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
VALDEZ,  ALASKA,  SUPPORTING  THE  OPENING  OF  THE 
NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE -ALASKA  FOR  OIL  AND  GAS 
LEASING 

WHEREAS,  it  is  important  to  the  economy  of  the  State  and  the  City  of 
VaWez  that  new  oil  and  gas  fields  be  found  and  developed;  and 

WHEREAS,  in  1995,  more  than  46  percent  of  the  oil  used  in  the  United 
States  was  imported;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  vita)  to  the  future  energy  security  of  the  United  States  to 
find  and  develop  new  oil  and  gas  fields;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  released  a  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  on  wrhether  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska  should  be  reopened  to  oil  and  gas  leasing;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  DEIS  outlines  five  alternatives  ranging  from  no  leasing  to 
leasing  100  percent  of  the  Planning  Area;  and 

WHEREAS,  Congress  has  stipulated  that  oil  exploration  and 
development  will  be  the  dominant  use  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 
and  authorized  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  to  mitigate  any  adverse 
environmental  impacts  while  allowing  reasonable  development  to  proceed;  and 

WHEREAS,  new  advances,  such  as  extended-reach  drilling  and  smaller 
areas  required  for  production  pads  have  greatly  reduced  the  industry's  footprint 
on  the  environment;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  is  important  to  find  and  develop  new  oilfields  for  the 
nation's  future  energy  security  and  to  sustain  the  Alaska  economy  in  the  face  of 
declining  oil  production  in  the  Prudhoe  and  Kuparuk  River  fields. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF 
THE  CITY  OF  VALDEZ,  ALASKA,  thaV 

Section  1.  The  City  of  Valdez  supports  Alternative  E  of  the  DEIS  which 
will  allow  full  leasing  of  high  potential  areas  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- 
Alaska  with  the  exception  of  the  creation  of  new  "Special  Areas",  as  well  as  the 
expansion  of  existing  'Special  Areas". 


Resolution  No.  98-15 
Page  II 

Section  2.  The  City  of  Valdez  opposes  the  designation  of  federal 
Wilderness  and  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  within  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- 
Alaska. 

PASSED  AND  APPROVED  BY  THE  CITY  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
VALDEZ,  ALASKA,  this  17*  day  of  February,  1998. 

CITY  OF  VALDEZ,  ALASKA 


ATTEST: 


Dave  C  Cobb,  Mayor 


Sheri  L.  CapJes,  CMC  City  Clerk 


^^Ss>.. 
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KONIAG 


March  2,  1 998 


Terland  letter 
March  2.  1998 
page  2 


Gene  Terland,  NPR-A  Project  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (930) 
Alaska  Slate  Office 
222  West  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99313-7599 


Some  of  our  shareholders  are  directly  employed  In  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  Koniag 
and  its  shareholders  as  a  whole  have  an  important  stake  in  the  energy  business  and  will 
prosper  as  the  Alaskan  economy  prospers.  We  do  not  believe  that  negative 
environmental  viewpoints  should  be  given  great  weight  in  making  this  decision.  Their 
"chicken-little"  predictions  have  seldom  been  accurate  in  the  past. 

Thank  you  for  reading  this  far  and  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Dear  Mr.  Terland, 

This  is  being  written  on  behalf  of  Koniag,  Inc.  the  Regional  Native  Corporation  for 
Kodiak.  Koniag  wishes  to  render  its  considered  viewpoint  that  development  of  NPR-A  as 
expressed  in  the  DEIS  alternative  'E"  would  be  best  for  both  the  people  of  Alaska  and  the 
Nation  as  a  whole. 

•  We  believe  that  the  "full  development",  alternative  "E",  can  be  administered  by  BLM 

under  current  administrative  authorities  without  any  significant  detriment  to  the 
environmental  and  such  other  values  as  may  exist. 


Sincerely, 

K0h;lAC^r^- 


Uwe  Cross^ 
CEO 


-^'^l' 


The  NPR-A  area  proposed  to  be  opened  is  less  than  20%  of  the  whole.  It  is  not  virgin 
wilderness  but,  in  fact,  has  been  subjected  to  past  explorations  in  the  1940s  and  '50s 
and  again  in  the  '70s  and  'BOs  pursuant  to  its  1923  withdrawal  as  a  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserve. 

"Special  areas'  to  be  singled  out  for  extra  protections  are  unnecessary  and  ignore  the 
very  signiflcanttechnological  improvements  made  over  the  past  20  years  or  so  by  the 
oil  and  gas  industry.  Any  mitigation  and  special  stipulations  should  pass  the  test  of 
reasonableness  and  should  be  supported  by  bonafide  scientific  studies. 

BLM  should  move  forward  quickly  with  a  lease  sale  in  1998.  As  other  reserves 
dwindle  it  Is  important  to  Alaska  to  keep  new  discoveries  coming  on  line. 


+^00  r>  street,  Suite  *0,^ 

Anchor.4i;.e,  aI:isLi  .?;>,50} 
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From: 
To: 
Date: 
Subject: 


ilmakcso . ilmakdsi (gterland) 
Thu,  Feb  26,  1998  11:2S  am 
NPRA 


Mr.  Terlandi 

I  have  been  reading  the  NPKA  proposal,  and  in  particular  the 
references,  and  find  that  there  are  many  reports  that  would  seem 
to  be  quite  pertinent  to  this  initiative  that  are  not  listed.   I 
conducted  a  survey  of  natural  landmark  areas  for  the  National 
Park  Service  in  the  rriid-1970s,  and  described  in  detail  many  sites 
falling  within  the  proposed  NPRA  area.   You  might  look  at  the 
University  of  ALaska  library  as  I  am  sure  there  were  copies 
placed  there  and  at  the  old  NARL  at  Barrow.   Fairly  good  detail 
on  the  ecological  and  topographic  features  of  the  area  were  given 
in  that  report.   Feel  free  to  contact  me  if  you  want  to  discuss 
this  further.   John  Koranda,  retired  Univ.  of  California 

biologist.  An  interesting  

project .... JJK 


001 


Charles  R.  Statuni 
527  7th  Ave  W. 
Columbia  Falls,  Mt  59912 
chuck@bigsky.  net 
a  private  citizen;  niysell' 


the  total  removal  of  the  BLM  and  any  other  federal  agency  from  this 
opperation  and  leave  it  totally  up  to  the  State  of  Ala.ska. 

It  is  OK  to  release  my  name  and  street  address  to  the  public  with  these 
comments. 

Entered  on:  2/24/98 
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1164-001 

The  reference  has  been  added  to  Section  III.B.  1 

Colville  River  Special  Area. 


under  the  description  of  the 


1187-001 

Executive  Order  3797,  dated  February  27,  1923,  reserved  in  Federal 
ownership  23.7  million  acres,  which  later  became  known  as  the  NPR-A, 
as  a  result  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976 
(P.L.  94-258).  The  later  act  allowed  the  selection  and  conveyance  of 
lands  to  the  village  corporations  under  ANCSA,  but  closed  the  NPR-A  to 
all  other  forms  of  appropriations  under  the  public  land  laws.  Therefore, 
this  operation  must  remain  Federal.  We  have  had  close  coordination  and 
involvement  of  the  State  of  Alaska  in  this  effort. 
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6  March  1998 

NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  W.  7*  Avenue,  #13 
Anchorage.  AK  995i3-759*;i 

Dear  Planner  a: 

I  write  to  provide  a  general  evaluation  of  the  N'orthcnst  National  Perrolcum  Reserve- 
Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity/Environmental  Impact  Slateinent  and  to  oEfer  specific 
recommendations  to  strengthen  pnjvigions  tor  safeguarding  the  natural  environment  in  the 
evcni  thai  oil  and  gas  leases  are  permitted,  I  do  so  from  the  perspective  of  a  professional 
biologist  who  has  had  personal  experience  in  the  petroleum  reserve  since  1952,  having 
worked  there  for  13  Kummers.  most  recently  in  1989  Much  of  my  work  involved  research 
on  birds  of  prey  and  microtine  rodents  in  what  is  now  called  the  ""ColviUe  River  Special 
Area."  In  addition,  T  am  quite  familiar  with  the  work  of  several  colleagues  who  have  spent 
even  more  time  in  the  reseivc  than  I  have,  as  well  as  with  ihe  entire  program  of  researeh 
fbrmcrly  carried  out  under  the  old  Naval  Arctic  Research  Laboratory  at  Barrow,  little  of 
which,  1  note,  has  been  reteienoed  in  your  analysis  of  the  environment. 


The  first  point  to  emphasize  is  that  the  DEIS  does  not  convey  an>'thing  close  to  an 
adequate  evaluation  of  the  truly  unique  ecfilogical  and  biological  Teatiires  of  the  reserve, 
particularly  of  the  Colville  Rivei  Special  Area.  Although  the  general  section  III  on 
"Description  of  the  Environment"  and  lilB  on  "Biological  Resources"  provide  a  weallh  of 
more  or  less  adequately  documented  detail  on  the  surface  features,  fauna,  and  flora  and 
other  "surface  volucs"  (palcontological,  archaeological,  scenic),  nowhere  does  the 
document  attempt  to  evaluate  the  tniportaiice  of  this  region  by  comparing  it  to  any  oLher 
part  of  Alaska  or  to  the  circumpolar  arctic  zone    It  needs  to  be  emphasized  that  the 
reserve  lies  in  the  nortliernniosl  part  of  the  North  American  continental  land  mass,  much 
of  it  above  70°  N  (at ,  and  that  it  encompasses  the  largest  stretch  of  low-lying,  arctic^ 
coastal  plain  tundra  and  foothill  tundra  in  Alaska,  if  not  in  all  of  North  America.  Despite 
some  surface  disturbance  by  ihe  old  Arctic  Contractors,  V.  S.  Geolos^ical  Survey,  and 
more  rece^  explorations  by  private  oil  companies,  the  region  has  remained  de  facto 
wilderness  ever  since  it  first  became  a  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  the  19208. 

While  the  Arctic  Natinnnl  Wildlife  Refuge.  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park,  and  the 
Noatak  National  Preserve  adequately  protect  representative  and  viable  examples  of  the 
montane  and  higher  foothills  environments  and  biotic  zones  of  arctic  Alaska,  nowhere  is 
there  a  preserve  for  the  rolling,  northern  foothill  tundra  and  wet  tundia  of  the  coastal 
plain,  except  for  a  narrow  and  unrepresentative  portion  of  ANWR.  Until  now,  the 


001 


petroleum  reserve  han  fiinctioned  as  a  aurrogatc  protector  of  these  unique  biotic 
communities 

Now,  the  likely  commercial  development  of  the  oil  and  gas  reserves  is  cause  tor  the 
Nation  10  reconsider  the  relative  value  of  the  biosphere  on  the  surface  compared  to  the 
value  of  the  oil  underneath.  This  DEIS  needs  to  emphasize  far  more  than  it  has  done  that 
long  aflei  the  limited  oil  and  gas  reserves  have  bewi  used  up,  the  surface  resources  and 
values  will  remain,  and  the  protection  of  these  values— especinliy  the  renewable  natural 
resources     from  harmful  influences  during  (he  brief  period  of  petroleum  development  is  of 
far  greater  long  lenn  interest  to  the  Nation  than  any  short  term  gain  from  the  oil.  Now  is 
the  time  to  develop  a  long  range,  comprehensive  m^magemcnt  plan  for  the  entire  is^ervg, 
based  on  sound  scieniif'c  fants  and  principles,  rather  than  react  to  short-sighted  political 
and  economic  intereatswith  piecemeal  plans  to  open  up  specific  sections  of  the  reserve  to 
commercial  production,  one  at  a  time  over  the  next  decades. 

While  my  emphasis  here  is  on  the  Colville  River  and  the  foothill  tundra,  It  should  be  noted 
that  the  arctic  coastal  plain  ranks  as  one  of  the  most  pristine,  biotically  rich  wetland 
environments  remaining  In  North  America,  comparable  in  importance  to  (he  Yukon  Delta 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  in  western  Alaska  and  the  Everglades  National  Park  in  Florida. 
In  short,  the  entire  reserve  is  a  "special  area"  and  should  be  so  treated.  For  that  reason, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  use  his  authority  to  provide  a  new  regulatory 
designation  that  recognizes  the  surface  features  and  resources  as  at  least  equal  in  value  to 
ite  underground  oil  reserves  That  parity  could  be  recognized  by  renaming  the  reserve  the 
"Alaska  I'undra  Hiome  Reserve"  or  the  Arctic  Tundra  Diome  Reserve." 


The  Colville  River  Special  Aiea  wa.s  originally  designated  to  emphasize  protection  of  the 
exceptional  ecological  commuiiiiy  of  arctic  birds  of  prey — particulariy  the  Peregrine 
Falcon — Llial  nest  on  the  cliffs  and  bluflEs  of  the  Colville  River,  The  DEIS  does  not  convey 
an  adequate  evaluation  of  the  outstanding  ecological  importance  of  the  Colville  River 
Special  Area  (see  Koranda  and  EvanR  1975,  OlendorfFct  al.  1989).   Since  the  early  1950s 
ihe  Colville  River  system  has  been  recognized  as  one  of  the  most  significant  regioiml 
habitats  for  raptors  in  North  /Vmerica  (Kessel  and  Cade  1956, 1958,  Cade  1960,  White  and 
Cade  1971).  In  every  respect  it  is  comparable  in  imporlacce  to  the  Snake  River  Birds  of 
Prey  National  Conserva.tion  Area  in  Idaho.  Ar  noted,  in  the  DEIS,  on  the  main  river  alone 
there  are  some  60  nesting  pairs  of  Peregrine  Falcons,  1 0-30  pairs  nf  Gyrfalcons  (found 
nesting  in  00  other  state  of  the  union),  more  than  100  pairs  of  Rough  legged  Hawks,  all 
nesting  on  cliffs  along  vnth  Ravens,  Canada  Geese,  and  an  occasional  pair  of  Golden 
Eagles  and  Meihns,  About  half  of  aU  these  pairy  nest  in  the  region  of  NPR- A  under 
consideration  for  oil  and  gas  leases,  in  addition,  the  upper  Ikpikpuk  River  and  tributaries 
have  an  estimated  10-20  pairs  ofPeregrines  and  an  equal  number  of  Rough-legged 
Hawks,  while  a  survey  conducted  in  1997  revealed  an  asrounrling  29  pairs  ofPeregrines 
nesting  in  a  lirroted  geographic  area  along  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers,  one  of 
the  densest  concentrations  of  nesting  falcons  in  the  entire  circumpolar  Aixitic.  These 
Peregrincn  have  only  recently  returned  to  this  area  following  the  DDT-induced  population 
decline  of  the  1970s,  and  it  would  be  shameflilly  irresponsible  and  immoral  to  allow  these 
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Cade,  NFR-A.  I 


Cade.  NPR-A.  2 
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birds  to  become  threatened  again  after  such  a  spectacular  recovery  from  the  effects  of 
pesiicides 


There  arc  two  luain  rcasoaa  for  tlic  diversity  aiid  abundance  of  nesting  raptors  in  the 
ColvUlc  region.  One  is  the  frequent  occurrence  and  wide  distribution  of  aiitable  nesting 
sites  on  the  many  roclcy  cliffs  and  earthen  bluffs  formed  by  erosion  along  the  watercourses 
flowing  ihrougli  Hie  (oolhills  aiid  upland  tundra  of  the  Arctic  Slope,  first  noted  by 
geologists  in  the  1 920s  (Smith  and  Mertie  1 950).  The  other  is  the  variety  and  abundance 
of  prey  ipecies  associated  with  the  river  valleys  and  adjaccol  tundra    These  prey  range 
from  ducks  and  geese,  ptarmigan,  a  variety  of  shorebirds  and  son^irds,  to  mammals  such 
as  the  arciic  ground  squirrel,  five  species  of  microtine  rodents,  the  most  important 
members  of  the  terrestrial  mammal  fauna  from  the  standpoint  of  ecosystem  functions  (not 
mentioned  at  ail  in  the  DF.IS).  and  the  snowshoe  Imre,  only  recently  established  in  the  tall 
willow  habitat  of  the  Colvillc  valley,  a  remarkable  range  extension  from  the  spnice  forest 
Houth  ofthe  Brooks  Range,  the  ecological  consequcucca  of  wiiich  arc  yet  to  be  rcaliicd 
but  which  could  be  profound 


Nowhere  else  in  the  nrciic  regions  of  North  America,  if  not  in  (he  entire  circumpolai" 
Arctic,  can  birds  of  prey  find  such  a  favorable  juxtaposition  of  abundant  nest-sites  and 
diversity  and  abundance  of  prey  species.  This  is  the  reason  why  the  CoIvHle  River  Special 
Area  is  truly  special.    I  here  are  other  reasons  too,  Kuch  as  the  diversity  ofthe  songbird 
fauna,  some  20  species  which  include  unusual  Asiatics  (Arctic  Warbler,  Yellow  Wagtail, 
Red-spotted  Btuethroat),  several  neotropical  migrants,  and  the  rare  Northern  Shrike;  but 
the  raptors  alone  fully  justify  permanent  protection  of  this  riparian  biotic  coramunily  from 
harmfiil  human  activities. 


The  adoption  of  "LLEAs"  as  zones  of  management  emphasis  that  arc  superimposed  on 
the  "Special  Areas"  is  confusing,  potentially  deceptive,  and  unnecessary.  As  the  DEIS 
notes,  LUEAs  are  not  based  on  any  administrative,  legislative,  or  regulatory  authority. 
Management  decisions  based  on  LUEAs  can  be  changed  at  any  time  by  simple 
administrative  decision.  Any  restrictions,  rules,  or  stipulations  to  safeguard  the  surface 
resources  from  the  adverse  cttccts  of  oil  development  that  apply  specificaUy  to  areas 
referred  to  as  LUEAs  should  be  established  by  regulation  and  should  become  an  integral 
part  of  The  overall  management  authority  for  Special  Areas  and  should  not  be  considered 
as  separate  administrative  entities. 


Additional  Special  Areas  need  to  be  designated,  as  indicated  in  the  DEIS.  Specifically  the 
Kogosukruk  and  Kikiakrorak  river  valleys  should  be  added  to  the  ColviUe  River  Special 
Area,  because  ofthe  high  nesting  density  of  Peregrine  Falcons  on  those  rivers.  The  same 
is  true  for  the  proposed  Ikpikpuk  River  SpeciiU  Area,  which  should  be  extended  to  include 
its  upper  tributaries.  Maybe  Creek  and  the  Kigalik  River,  j^ain  because  of  concentrations 
of  nesting  falcons  and  hawks,  Additionally,  the  Ikpikpuk  River  is  habitat  for  what  may  be 
the  notthemmust  population  of  moose. 
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As  to  the  proposed  alternatives,  obviously  Alternative  A  would  be  best  for  the  long  terra 
conservation  of  all  the  resources,  both  those  on  (he  suiface  and  those  underground.  Tlic 
American  people  understand  that  the  national  interest  would  be  best  served  by  leaving  the 
oil  reserves  in  the  ground  until  ihcy  arc  truly  needed  50-100  years  from  now.  There  is  no 
curreitt  shonage  of  oil  in  the  world  market.  Current  domestic  and  foreign  production  is 
more  than  adequate  to  meet  U.S.  and  world  needs  for  petroleum     The  only  rea.<ions  for 
developing  fields  in  NPR-A  at  this  time  are  political  and  economic  concerns  related  to  the 
local  Alaskan  economy  and  the  short  tenn  profit  motivation  of  oil  companies  with  vested 
infrastructure  in  North  Slope  Oil  production.   These  reasons  do  not  qualify  as  national 
Wtgfpsts  that  the  federal  government  is  charged  to  consider  in  carrying  out  the  statutory 
mandttte  of  ihe  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  Production  Act  oT  1 976  A  truly  responsible  and 
conservative  political  approach  would  be  to  keep  the  petrokura  reserve  as  a  hedge  against 
some  future,  critical  shortage  of  oil, 

Given  the  current  "political  rcalitica"  in  Alaska,  it  is  obvious  that  the  only  alternatives  that 
will  be  given  serious  considerarion  are  those  thai  provide  for  oil  and  gas  leases  in  the 
reserve  (B-E).  None  of  these  is  an  acceptable  alternative  in  regard  to  conservation  ofthe 
unique  surface  values  ofthe  reserve,  but  Alternative  B  comes  closest.  Ahcmative  B  could 
be  modified  to  make  it  the  "preferred  alternative"  by  adopting  the  following  changes, 
restrictions,  and  modifications  ofthe  Btipulations: 
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(1)  There  should  be  buffer  zones  or  setbacks  corresponding  to  (a)  the  existing 
boundary  ofthe  Colville  River  Special  Area  on  the  left  limit  ofthe  river  and  (b)  a 
minimum  of  two  miles  on  both  sides  ofthe  Ikpikpuk,  Kikiakrorak.  and  Kogowkruk  rivers, 
where  the  only  permissible  surtace  activities  would  be  wintertime  exploratory  drilling  on 
icepads  and  limited  construction  of  pipelines  (see  below)  Otherwise,  no  buildings  or  other 
infrastructure  related  to  oil  Rxtraction  should  he  allowed.  Leases  within  these  zones  might 
be  permitted  on  a  case  by  case  basis  if  proven  reserves  underlying  them  can  be  tapped  by 
extended-reach  drilling  from  sites  outade  their  borders. 


(2)  Pipelines  should  not  parallel  river  beds  or  run  along  the  tops  of  cliffs  and  bluffs 
fronting  on  a  river.  Any  pipeline  crossings  should  be  perpendicular  to  the  river  bed,  and 
crossings  should  be  restricted  to  an  area  within  three  miles  of  Umiat.  or  located  downriver 
from  Ocean  Point,  so  that  none  of  them  impact  cliff  formatiuns. 


(3)  Stipulation  20b  in  ilie  UEIS  should  be  changed  to  read  Ihat  "Motorized  ground 
vchiclt-S  are  to  remain  at  least  one  mile  from  known  raptor  nest  sites  during  the  breeding 
season."  A  half  mile  limit  is  too  close  to  be  certain  that  traffic  will  not  disturb  nesting 
raptors  that  ai'e  not  habituated  to  such  activity.  (One  ofthe  weaknesses  of  the  DEIS  is 
that  it  does  not  contain  any  reference  to  studies  on  the  impact  of  disturbance  from  ground 
and  air  vehicles  on  nesting  raptors.  This  literature  is  fairly  extensive  and  readily  available 
from  the  Raptor  Rciearch  and  Technical  Assistance  tenter  located  at  Boise  State 
University,  Idaho,  web  site  http://www.jri5.idb5u.edu  ) 
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(4)  Stipulation  57  should  be  chnnged  to  read  that  "Aircraft  will  maintain  an  altitude  of 
1.500  feet  AOL  when  within  one  mjle  of  all  cliffs  and  bluffs  within  the  Colvillc. 
Kogosukrok.  Kikiakrorak.  and  apipknuk  river  valleys  Erom  March  1 5  lo  Aueiist  15. 
uniesa  doing  so  would  endanuer  human  life  or  violate  safe  flying  practices."  This 
modification  is  needed  because  the  location  of  "nesi  sites"  per  se  usually  is  not  known  to 
pilots,  and  nests  are  not  easily  identified  by  untrained  personnel  6om  Ihe  air,  and  because 
Kavens  and  Gyrfalcons  begin  breeding  by  Ore  middle  of  March.  Also,  the  final  EIS  needs 
to  state  how  BLM  will  monitor  and  enforce  this  rule. 


(5)  In  order  to  maintain  the  essential  wilderness  chaiacler'  oflhe  region,  no  perananenl 
roads  or  human  habitations  should  he  constructed  anywhere  in  NPR-A,  except  whae 
existing  inftastiuctute  already  exists  at  Umiat,  Alaska.  In  particular,  no  permanent  road 
should  allow  access  to  and  from  centers  of  human  population  outside  the  reserve,  Roada 
and  buildings  needed  for  liuman  use  during  development  and  production  should  be 
removed  on  lenraination  of  the  project    The  new  ARCO  Alpine  field  in  the  deha  of  the 
Colville  could  serve  as  a  model  for  the  development  of  fields  whliln  NPR-A,  if  it  is  true,  a.< 
stated  in  the  DKIS.  thai  this  field  will  be  served  only  by  a  winter  ice-road    The 
abominable  network  ofiaavcl  roads  thai  now  exist  in  the  Pmdhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk  oil 
fields  must  never  be  allowed  to  develop  in  the  NTR-A.  This  restriction  is  paramount  for 
preserving  the  surface  values  oflhe  region  as  they  have  been  historically. 


(5)  There  should  be  no  public  airstrips  or  airpaita  or  other  recreational  facilities,  as 
proposed  in  the  DEIS,  that  would  add  inducements  for  increased  public  use  of  the  reserve. 
.Bxisting  facilities  at  Umiat  are  adequate  for  private  atr  traffic    Public  access  to  the  reserve 
should  remain  as  it  has  been  for  the  past  60  years  and  more— by  bush  planes  landing  on 
water,  ice,  ridge  lops,  or  grnvel  bars,  or  even  belter,  by  dog  teams  and  sleds  in  winter  and 
by  backpacking  over  the  Brooks  Range  in  summer. 

(7)  Although  the  proposals  to  designate  the  Colville  as  a  "wild  and  scenic  river"  and 
to  create  a  "bird  conservation  area"  sound  appealins  to  conservationists,  I  believe  these 
ideas  are  likely  to  be  deceptive   Time  is  little  likelihood  that  either  will  happen,  neither 
provides  much  substantive  protection  to  the  river  and  its  biotic  community,  and  if  they 
were  to  come  abuul,  the  impacts  or'mcretaed  puWic  allraction  to  tJic river  thai  ihcy  vrauld 
cause  would  Ukely  outweigh  any  benefits   One  only  needs  to  look  at  what  has  happened 
10  the  Noatak  River  to  sec  the  bad  cftccts  of  increased  public  recreational  use 


<8)  The  federal  government  needs  to  bite  the  bullet  and  do  something  lo  regulate 
"subsistence  hunting"  and  the  use  of  snowmobiles  and  other  machine-driven  vehicles  by 
private  individuals  using  the  reserve.  This  consideration  should  be  part  of  a  long  range 
management  plan  for  the  entire  reserve,  


(9)  The  legal  designation  of  the  reserve  should  be  changed  to  provide  first  priority  to 
protection  of  the  unique  "surface  values"  and  renewable  resources  of  the  region  and 
secondary  priority  to  extraction  oflhe  Umited  and  deplelable  petroleum  reserves  under 
ground,  ft  could  be  renamed  the  "Alaska  Tundra  Biome  Reserve"  lo  reflect  lliis  emphasis. 
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If  these  restrictions  and  changes  are  promulgated  and  enforced  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  there  is  reason  to  believe  Ihai  commercial  development  of  the  oil  in  NPR-A  can 
proceed  without  major  impacts  on  the  birds  of  prey,  other  wildlife,  and  surface  values  of 
this  incomparable  natural  region    It  can  be  done  if  BLM  and  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  have  the  moral  courage  to  invoke  the  protectlive  languagE  in  the  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserve  Production  Act  of  1976  to  its  maximum  extent  and  to  plan  creatively,  now,  for 
the  fijture  oflhe  reserve  after  the  relatively  brief  period  of  petroleum  extraction  is  over. 
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1194-001 

The  NPR-A  does  contain  a  significant  portion  of  the  "low-lying  arctic  coastal  plain  tundra  and  foothill 
tundra"  found  in  North  America.  Language  has  been  added  to  Section  III.A,  1  .b.  One  purpose  of  the 
lAP/EIS  is  to  ensure  that  if  oil  and  gas  developinent  occurs  in  a  portion  of  the  planning  unit,  the  impacts  to 
the  surface  resource  values  will  be  minor  or  mitigated  to  the  extent  possible. 

1194-002 

The  BLM  agrees  that  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  has  outstanding  resource  values.  As  the  cominenler 
stated,  the  bluff  and  ripaiian  habitats  of  the  Colville  River  are  unique  both  biologically  and  geologically  in 
the  Alaskan  Arctic  (Koranda  and  Evans,  1975).  This  system  has  been  recognized  since  the  1950s  as  one  of 
the  most  significant  regional  habitats  for  raptors  in  North  America  (Kessel  and  Cade,  1956,  1958;  Cade, 
1 960;  White  and  Cade,  1 97 1 ).  Nowhere  else  do  raptors  enjoy  such  a  favorable  juxtaposition  of  abundant 
nest  sites  with  diverse  and  abundant  prey.  This  language  has  been  added  to  the  lAP/EIS  in  Section  III.B.  1 , 
The  commenter  also  noted  that  10  to  20  pairs  of  peregrine  falcons  and  equal  numbers  of  rough-legged  hawks 
are  on  the  upper  Ikpukpuk  River  and  its  tributaries.  During  a  survey  in  1992,  Bob  Ritchie  (Alaska 
Biological  Resources,  Inc.)  observed  five  peregrine  nests  on  the  upper  Ikpikpuk  River  that  were  within  or 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  boundary  of  the  current  planning  area.  However,  most  of  the  upper  Ikpikpuk 
River  and  its  tributaries  are  outside  of  the  planning  area. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  calls  for  those  portions  of  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  and  its  tributaries  that 
are  important  for  nesting  raptors  to  be  added  to  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  (Sec.  II.C.l).  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  56  imposes  aircraft  restrictions  that  protect  raptors  on  the  Ikpikpuk  and  other  rivers 
during  the  nesting  period. 

1194-003 

An  understanding  of  the  ecosystem  function  is  fundainental  to  an  analysis  of  potential  effects  resulting  from 
activities  discussed  in  the  EIS.  However,  a  detailed  presentation  of  basic  ecosystem  function  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  providing  a  document  wherein  essential  information  is  readily  accessible  and  discussions  or 
analyses  are  readily  understood  by  a  majority  of  the  readers.  Regarding  the  importance  of  microtine  rodent 
populations  in  ecosystem  function,  the  EIS  notes  the  effect  of  cycles  in  such  populations  on  distribution  and 
abundance  of  owls  and  other  raptors.  Effect  of  the  proposal  on  rodents  and  other  small  mammals  is 
discussed  in  Section  rV.C.9.a.8,  Effects  on  Other  Small  Rodents. 

1194-004 

The  special  characteristics  of  the  area  have  been  incorporated  as  identified  in  Response  1 194-002.  Please 
refer  to  Sections  I.A  and  II.G  and  Response  1851-058. 

1194-005 

The  term  "LUEA"  was  used  to  focus  emphasis  on  resource  values  that  are  concentrated  in  certain  areas.  In 
most  instances,  these  LUEA's  are  contained  within  the  already  defined  Special  Areas;  however,  in  some 
instances  they  are  not.  The  intent  is  to  take  a  fresh  view  at  the  planning  area  in  our  resource  analysis  and  to 
tie  that  back  to  the  Special  Areas  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  an  effort  is  made 
to  describe  the  management  prescriptions  for  or  alteration  to  the  Special  Areas  that  are  a  result  of  analysis 
and  discussion  of  the  resource  values  contained  in  the  LUEA's, 

1194-006 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -00 1 . 

1194-007 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  part  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39,  which  establishes  a  1-mi  surface 
occupancy  setback  on  the  Colville,  Kikiakrorak,  and  Kogosukruk  rivers.  Each  river  is  within  the  Colville 
River  Raptor,  Passerine,  and  Moose  LUEA.  Each  river  provides  important  habitat  for  surface  resources.   At 
this  time,  the  BLM  does  not  believe  that  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  boundary  provides  a  meaningful 


basis  for  limiting  surface  occupancy.  The  I-mi  surface  facility  setback  is  consistent  with  the  FWS- 
recommended  practice  for  individual  nests.  However,  the  BLM  recognizes  that  the  multiple  values  of  the 
Colville  River  corridor  area  are  important  enough  to  warrant  more  comprehensive  study. 

As  described  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  BLM  intends  to  convene  a  workshop  (similar  to  those  conducted 
for  caribou  and  geese  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area)  after  the  current  planning  process  is  completed. 
The  workshop  will  provide  technical  experts  an  opportunity  to  review  the  extensive  scientific  literature  on 
raptor  disturbance  and  identify  potential  additional  mitigation  measures  to  protect  raptors.  The  workshop 
will  be  the  first  step  toward  developing  a  comprehensive  river-management  plan  for  the  Colville  River 
Special  Area.  After  the  current  planning  process  is  completed,  the  BLM  intends  to  initiate  a  cooperative 
river-management  planning  process  for  the  Colville  River  Special  Area.  Note  that  the  Preferred  Alternative 
adds  a  2-mi  zone  on  either  side  of  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers  (including  four  tributaries  to  the 
south)  to  the  Colville  River  Special  Area. 

Although  the  FWS  does  not  have  raptor  population  data  for  the  Ikpikpuk  River,  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulation  56  expands  air-traffic  restrictions  to  include  all  cliffs  identified  as  raptor  nesting  sites.  This 
protection  would  apply  if  and  when  additional  raptor  nests  are  identified  along  the  Ikpikpuk  River.  Other 
protecfion  for  raptors  is  described  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  24b  and  56. 

1194-008 

This  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39. 

1194-009 

Seismic  activities  and  overland  moves  occur  exclusively  in  the  winter  months  and  generally  avoid  the  raptor- 
nesting  period  (except  for  gyrfalcons).  It  is  the  opinion  of  FWS  raptor  experts  that  the  '/2-mi  setback 
described  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24b  and  Alternatives  A-E  Stipulation  20b  arc  sufficient  to 
protect  isolated  nests  and  nests  in  high-density  areas.  Side-by-side  nests  in  concentrated  nesting  areas  will 
in  many  instances  expand  protection  for  individual  nests.  Activities  of  specific  concern  near  raptor-nesting 
sites,  particularly  selection  of  travel  routes,  can  be  addressed  through  consultation  with  the  FWS  during  the 
permit-review  process.  Please  see  also  Response  1 194-007. 

1194-010 

Experts  from  the  FWS  believe  that  the  '/2-mi  flight  restriction  described  in  Prefencd  Alternative  Stipulation 
56  and  Alternatives  A-E  Stipulation  56  is  sufficient  to  protect  isolated  nests  and  nests  in  high-density  areas. 
Side-by-side  nests  in  concentrated  nesting  areas,  in  many  instances,  will  expand  protection  for  individual 
nests.  Specific  concerns  about  activities  and  loud  noises  from  road  construction  or  pipeline  crossings  near 
raptor-nesting  sites  can  be  addressed  through  consultation  with  the  FWS  on  a  site-specific  basis.  Please  see 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39.  Please  see  also  Response  1 194-007. 

The  BLM,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies, 
intends  to  enforce  all  stipulafions  and  permit  provisions  in  the  planning  area.  The  BLM  has  a  formal 
enforcement  and  inspections  program  and  conducts  inspections  at  the  field  level.  Inspections  include  all 
aspects  of  a  leasehold  operation  for  compliance  with  Federal  laws  and  regulations,  BLM  policies,  lease 
stipulations,  and  pennit  conditions,  except  those  laws,  policies,  or  permit  conditions  under  the  exclusive 
jurisdiction  of  another  Federal  agency.  Given  the  size  of  the  planning  area,  enforcing  air-traffic  restrictions 
is  somewhat  problematic.  However,  BLM  rangers  regularly  patrol  and  monitor  activities  in  the  field  and 
work  and  cooperate  with  other  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies,  local  communities, 
and  industry  to  ensure  full  compliance  with  all  laws,  regulations,  policies,  lease  stipulations,  and  permit 
requirements.  Enforcement  may  carry  both  civil  and  criminal  penalties,  depending  on  the  nature  of  the 
violation.  Other  Federal,  State,  and  local  government  agencies  with  primary  enforcement  authority  for 
specific  permit  conditions  will  monitor  and  enforce  compliance  independent  of  BLM. 
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1194-011 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  48  and  58, 

1194-012 

Title  VIll  of  ANILCA  provides  for  '"the  customary  and  traditional  uses  by  rural  Alaska  residents  of  wild, 
renewable  resources,  .  .  ."  Subsistence  on  Federal  lands  currently  is  regulated  by  the  Federal  Subsistence 
Board,  Based  on  the  law  and  court  cases,  the  use  of  snowmobiles  and  other  machine-driven  vehicles  is 
determined  appropriate  in  support  of  subsistence  activities. 

This  Side  Blank 
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Please  refer  to  Section  l.A,  II. G  and  Response  IBSI-O.'iS. 
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Due  to  development  of  the  east  side  of  the  Colvilfc  of  Pnihdoe  Bsy  and  Kuparuk  fields  the  CoWiile  people 
of  Noiqsut  has  been  diverted  to  do  more  5ubsi3tence  hunting.in  the  called  National  Petroleum  Reserve  then 
any  other  time,  and  now  thtti  west  side  of  the  tradittonal  hunting,  ground  of  Nuiqsut  rtwcle]it&  may  be  in 
jeopardy  because  of  development  ofNPKA  This  maybe  our  last  yeai  of  fSiUy  using  the  traditional 
lubaistcncc  hunting  around  the  village  withoiit  interference  or  impaetmcnL  The  people  of  Niiiqsut  realize 
that  because  of  develojmicnt  sf  the  Alpine  Field  that  any  discovtiy  in  NPRA  will  be  connected  pipeline 
wiae  to  the  Alpine  field  in  order  to  deliver  to  the  Aleyeaka  Pipeline.  If  not  properly  constmctod  this  wfU 
may  dived  d-Bditional  wsys  and  migrations  piths  of  animnis  to  find  nltcmntc  routes.  A»  you  know  in  the 
past  we  tbe  inupiaq  people  move  where  the  subsistence  is  abundant  and  now  we  are  evaluating  our  places 
of  hunt  because  of  being  practically  surrounded  by  developmeni  and  in  today's  society  it  is  very  impossible 
to  move  q  whole  town,  so  sorne  of  us  are  evaluating  our  lifestyle?  No  man  or  woman  native  or  non  should 
have  ever  to  come  to  a  point  as  we  are  evaluating  a  ttaditional  lifastyloj  because  of  occurrence 
development  people  have  approached  me  and  mb  seriously  evaluating  their  traditional  lifestyle  or  frustmted 
in  fightipg  for  their  present  H  Festyle. 

Below  are  fewofawuiy  offhi:»xaditionttl  subsistence  places  of  uses  throughout  the  years  for  village  of 
Nuiqsul  and  I  as  mayor  of  Ni.jqsut  am  aiking  and  requesting  that  Bureau  of  l^and  Management  to 
consider  dejay  or  displace  ihtse  most  important  places  of  value  oflheNuiqsut  People  for  Lease  Sales. 
Requesting  that  no  permanent  structures  fis  R'gs ,  pump  smtjons  or  pipelines  be  constructed  because-tfctS 
sites  are  of  importance  to  the  people  of  Nuiqsut . 

NJEiiQ  Channel 

The  Nigliq  chaitae]  has  and  always  will  be  b  valued  river  for  many  reajions  to  the  Nuiqsut  residents.  Many 
of  our  residents  and  family  Utjs  have  a  trenaendouS  amouni  of  history  of  iheNigliq  channel.  It  is  a  river  that 
provides  not  only  phyaicnl  Rflachmeni  but  mentit  attachment  of  our  past  and  preseai  of  our  native  people 
and  lifestyle.  This  river  has  been  used  as  long  as  we  can  remember  ns  a  resource  of  gathering  and 
subsisting  fish  and  caribou  huvcsting  as  well  as  other  traditional  events.  The  Nigliq  channel  has  many 
historic  places  which  we  proudly  teach  our  young  ones  of  valued  hlstoiy  of  our  people  past 

F»h  Creelc 

Fish  creek  has  been  one  of  thj  most  attractive  places  of  .■subsistence  fi;rfiing  and  hunting  to  the  people  of 
Nuiqsw  because  the  resourcei  in  this  river  /  creek  have  always  provided  for  not  only  mi  individual  family 
but  most  if  not  all  the  community  wi:h  abundance  of  fisK,  caribou,  geese  .wolverine  .wolves,  and  many 
valued  sources  of  food  and  clothing.  It  also  has  historic  sires  at  the  mouth  of  ihe  river  and  many  fishing 
camps  along  the  creek.  Fish  creek  ts  the  most  frequent  place  of  hunt  for  both  young  and  old  because  as 
stated  earlier  the  young  and  old  were  diverged  to  other  place  to  hunt  and  tiiis  has  been  a  more  valuc^J  area 
of  the  Nuiqsut  people  since  tlie  Colvilte  and  Migliq  channel  has  seen  many  activities  ofthe  sport  hunter  and 
development  of  oii  &  gas. 

The  creek  has  always  been  ujed  during  the  winter  seasons  to  hunt  the  import^uit  clottijng  for  this  harshest 
environment  ofthe  North  Slope  .  We  have  learned  to  expand  hunting  areas  and  unique  places  as  Judy  creek 
ii  also  has  historic  and  present  raonumonts  of  traditional  places  of  hunt  and  practice  of  pa,wing  on 
Traditional  values  to  the  younjer  generation- 

Teahekpgj|t  ^aJk.e 

"Diis  is  probably  the  most  important  lake  to  the  people  ofthe  north  slope  because  this  is  the  calving  ground, 
inaect  relief,  feeding  area  and  oiigtation  destiTiation  for  our  caribou,  as  you  know  the  caribou  is  one  ofthe 
most  important  food  source  for  the  uiupiaq  people  ofthe  north  slope.  Not  only  does  the  village  of  Nuiqsut 
survive  ofthe  Teshukpuk  herd  but  many  other  villages  depend  on  this  herd  as  well.  We  cannot  tell  you  in 
black  &■  white  writing  how  much  this  raig;^tion  route  of  this  apocifie  animal  ie  important  to  the  people  of 
the  ColvJIIe.  Wc  feel  that  permanent  structures  an  a  oil  production  plwil  or  oil  well  or  pipelines  within  the 
Teahcltpult  lake  or  mignuion  route  via  ftsh  creek  and  south  east  area  of  TeshekpuV  will  defiantly  dived  this 
important  herd  to  another  artu  which  would  tremendously  affect  the  North  Slope  inupjaq  way  of  life. 
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Pg  3/3  NPRA  DEIS  Comxneois 

The  City  is  In  suppon  of  the  Local  Native  Corporation  Kuukpik  Corporation  that  no  lease  sales  should  take 
place  until  all  land  selections  hiivc  been  conveyed  to  die  Kuukpik  Corporation  in  the  NPRA  aiea. 


The  City  of  Nuiqsut  also  supports  the  North  Slope  Borough  in  lerms  ofthe  NSB  alternatives  .Consultation 
&  Consensus  ,  It  is  very  vital  tl-.at  this  most  effected  community  by  informed  and  be  part  ofthe  process  so 
we  can  fully  protect  the  cuneni  lifestyle  ofthe  Nuiqsut  residents.  We  also  support  the  Boroughs  Delaymg 
leasing  areas  because  of  high  importance  to  the  people  ofNuiqaut,  


1  am  pleading  and  demanding  lor  my  people  of  Nuiqaut  that  you  work  and  cooperate  with  the  people  that 
will  be  most  affected  by  this  plin  of  action.  For  many  years  i  have  been  attending  meeting  and  tertifymg 
on  DEIS  of  many  Oil  &  Gas  wslls  and  yet  to  date  non  of  my  comments  and  concerns  were  not  sanously 
considered.  I  seriously  suggest  that  you  work  with  the  people  of  Nuiqsut  and  consider  these  suggestions  so 
that  we  may  continue  to  proBptr  for  the  people  of  Alaska  aj  well  for  the  people  ofthe  United  States  but 
most  of  all  as  Secretary  Babbit  stated  not  to  divide  the  people  from  its  land. 


I  Thank  you  m  advance  fcr  coiisidering  my  comments,  if  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  please  write 
or  call  the  address  above. 


Sincerely, 


LeonBTd  Lamp« 

City  of  Nuiqsut  Mayor 
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1246-001 

Your  comments  with  regards  to  the  importance  of  these  areas  for  subsistence 
has  been  taken  into  consideration  in  development  of  the  preferred  alternative. 
See  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  59  through  62. 

1246-002 

Elements  of  the  North  Slope  Borough's  alternative  on  consultation  and 
conflict  resolution  are  incorporated  into  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  61 
and  62. 

1246-003 

Please  see  Response  1670-006. 
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Illative  Corporation 


Post  OfficB  Box  905  •  Nome,  Alaska  99762 
(907)  443-2632  •  Fax:  (907)  4*3-3063 


March  5,  1998  This  Side  Blank 


Gene  Terland,  NPR-A  Project  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  <93Q) 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  West  7"^"  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland, 

On  behalf  of  Sitnasuak  Native  Corporation,  I  urge  the  BLM  to 
allow  development  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  at 
the  North  Slope.   Alternative  E  is  the  method  which  would  allow 
oil  development.   The  area  should  be  open  for  exploration  and 
leasing.   All  Alaskans,  including  us  in  western  Alaska  depend  on 
oil  produced  at  Prudhoe  Bay. 

One  of  our  subsidiary  corporations,  Bonanza   Fuel  inc.  is  in 
the  oil  and  propane  business  in  Nome.   We  have  first  hand 
knowledge  of  use  of  safety  procedures  which  protects  the  land  and 
people.   We  know  and  understand  that  it  takes  wise  use  of  land 
and  natural  resources  to  keep  our  homes,  offices  and  communities 
vjarm. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to"  comment. 

Respectfully, 


Robert  L.  Fagerstrom 
President 
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UNITED  STATES  ARCTIC  RESEARCH  CORflMJSSION 


Gene  Terland,  Planning  Team  Leader 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 


Re:  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska:  Draft  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 


6  March  1998 


Dear  Sir: 


The  U.S.  Arctic  Research  Commission  has  reviewed  the  referenced  Plan/EIS 
Statement.  The  Commission  is  concerned  that  it  appears  that  the  Plan/EIS  fails  to  use 
the  results  of  relevant,  peer-review/ed ,  high  quality  research  conducted  by  other 
agencies,  industrial  and  academic  researchers  in  compfeting  the  EIS.  A  discussion  of 
our  specific  concerns  follows. 

The  Commission  believes  that  many  sources  of  knowledge  of  Arctic  ecosystems, 
several  of  which  were  the  results  of  substantial  research  efforts,  have  been  overlooked 
in  the  preparation  of  the  report.  The  same  appears  also  to  have  occurred  with  the  peer- 
reviewed  literature  that  resulted  from  industry  sponsored  research.  We  suggest  that  the 
BLM  examine  the  recommendations  presented  in  the  Commission's  report 
Improvements  to  the  Scientific  Content  of  ttie  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Process,  Issue  No.  4,  December  f  989.    These  recommendations  remain  valid.  Key 
among  the  Commission's  recommendations  was  a  call  for  a  broad  approach  to 
scientific  issues  and  the  use  of  impartial  external  reviewers  in  the  various  stages  of  EIS 
development-  We  emphasize  the  comment  on  page  5  of  this  report  concerning  the 
need  for  long-term  data  sets,  study  of  the  gray  literature,  and  the  lack  of  peer  review  as 
well  as  the  statement  on  p. 6  that  "In  a  number  of  agencies  the  science  that  goes  into  an 
EIS  is  seldom  critically  reviewed..." 


001 


A  specific  area  of  concern  is  the  section  on  biotic  resources.  Certainly  the  information 
about  various  fish  and  game  resources,  and  about  the  habitats  in  which  they  live  is 
well-done  and  complete,  but  a  recent  publication  contains  new  information.  (See 
Landers,  D.H.  and  S.J.  Christie  (eds).  1995.  Ecological  effects  of  arctic  airborne 
contaminants.  Special  Issue  of  The  Science  of  the  Total  Environment,  vol.  160,  161 , 
Elsevier,  870  pp.)  However,  we  also  read  (p.  1-1)  that,  "the  BLM  manages  its  Alaska 
lands  and  their  uses  to  ensure  healthy  and  productive  ecosystems..."  From  this 
perspective,  which  takes  into  consideration  habitats  as  a  part  of  a  larger  system,  all  of 

'■350  NORTH  FAIRFAX  DRIVE,  SUITE  630.  ARLINGTON,  VIRGINIA  22203 
7Q3-525-0111  FAX:  703-525-0114 
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the  factors  that  presently  or  potentially  affect  the  ecosystem  should  be  a  part  of  the 
analysis.  There  is  presently  a  lack  of  an  ecosystem  perspective  in  the  information  about 
freshwater  and  terrestrial  biology. 


We  suggest  that  another  important  focus  missing  from  the  document  is  an  analysis  of 
the  changes  that  are  now  beginning  to  occur  on  the  North  Slope  caused  by  a  warming 
of  the  regional  climate.  The  published  evidence  includes:  NOAA  data  showing  a 
temperature  rise  over  the  past  30  years  of  0,5  degrees  per  decade;  disappearance  of 
the  moss  vegetation  from  the  Barrow  research  sites  since  1974;  NDBI  data  (a  satellite- 
derived  measure  of  plant  biomass)  showing  a  continuing  increase  on  the  North  Slope; 
rising  temperatures  of  the  permafrost  at  Prudhoe  Bay;  and  the  increasing  replacement 
of  sedges  and  mosses  by  shrubs  at  the  Toolik  Lake  Research  site  south  of  Prudhoe. 
The  implications  of  these  changes  for  habitats  of  importance  to  fish  and  game  species 
include  the  further  reduction  of  lake  trout  habitat  as  the  upper  layers  of  lakes  warm  and 
the  spread  of  dwarf  birch,  a  species  that  is  actively  shunned  as  a  food  by  caribou.  The 
effect  of  oil  and  gas  development  should  be  evaluated  not  only  for  the  present 
ecosystems  but  for  the  changing  ecosystems  over  the  next  decades.  Will  the  vegetation 
vital  to  geese  change  if  warming  continues?  Will  the  caribou  herds  change  their  ranges 
if  the  distribution  of  vegetation  changes?  These  are  important  baseline  changes 
against  which  impacts  should  be  assessed. 

A  paradigm  to  consider  is  the  current  management  system  for  Yellowstone  National 
Park.  The  appropriate  theme  for  the  Plan/EIS  should  be  "Managing  Resources  in  a 
Changed  Environment".  Data  and  insights  about  the  changes  and  effects  are  available 
from  the  decades  of  NSF  and  DOE-sponsored  research  that  has  been  carried  out  at 
intensive  sites  along  the  TAPS  road  (Dalton  Highway)  and  at  Barrow,  This  includes  the 
on-going  research  of  the  Arctic  System  Science  (ARCSS)  program  of  NSF,  The  plant 
community  and  climate  studies  at  these  sites  are  similar  to  those  in  the  NPR-A  and  the 
resulting  ecological  understanding  is  transferable  to  sites  throughout  the  region.  Much 
of  the  research  is  recent  but  nonetheless  has  been  reported  at  scientific  meetings  and 
has  appeared  in  scientific  journals.  The  findings  of  this  research  and  the  insights  of  the 
scientists  carrying  it  out  should  be  known  by  the  those  preparing  this  EIS. 

The  Arctic  Research  Commission  believes  that  this  area  of  active  research  in  northern 
Alaska  (the  impact  of  the  present  warming  and  predictions  for  future  impacts)  must  be 
included  as  an  addition  to  the  description  of  the  natural  resources  and  habitats.  Given 
the  rather  small  area  proposed  for  development,  we  do  not  expect  that  this  will  alter  the 
conclusions  of  the  document.  It  will,  however,  make  use  of  state  -of-the-art 
understanding  of  these  ecosystems  and  of  the  effect  of  present  and  future  changes  on 
habitats  and  productivity.  In  addition,  a  failure  to  fully  utilize  available  research 
information  may  increase  the  potential  for  interference  with  subsistence  utilization  of 
indigenous  wildlife  species  and  create  an  erroneous  attribution  of  the  causes  of 
expected  environmental  change. 
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One  of  the  assumptions  used  in  the  Draft  Plan/EIS  concerns  a  transportation  systerfTforl    qq^ 


V-42 


moving  exploration  equipment  and  facilities  using  tracked  vehicles.  This  method  was 
replaced  by  use  of  air  cushioned  or  low  surface  effects  vehicles  some  time  ago. 
Including  it  as  a  possible  option  reinforces  our  concern  that  the  most  recent  literature 
on  best  practices  has  not  been  used  in  developing  the  EIS.  Also,  its  inclusion  could 
bias  the  results  of  the  assessment  work  done  to  date  and  lead  some  to  believe  that 
exploration  and  production  might  have  a  greater  impact  on  the  tundra  that  will  be  the 
case  if  the  most  up-tp-date  technology  is  considered.  


004 


Another  issue  for  us  is  the  use  of  the  phrase  "cumulative  impacts."  It  is  the 
Commission's  understanding  that  the  EIS  was  prepared  to  address  the  opening  of 
either  all  or  only  part  of  the  subject  area  for  exploration.  "Cumulative  impacts"  are 
generally  of  concern  for  later  stages  of  development  which  will,  if  any  viable  discoveries 
are  made  and  there  is  interest  in  developing  oil  and  gas  resources,  require  another  EIS. 
Introducing  this  topic  at  the  exploration  stage  may  unnecessarily  restrict  future  efforts 
and  options. 
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Please  feel  free  to  contact  the  Commission  if  we  can  provide  further  elaboration. 


Sincerely, 


r- 


George  B.  Newton,  Jr.,  Chairman 
U.S.  Arctic  Research  Commission 


cc:  ARC  Commissioners 

G.W.  Brass,  ARC  Executvie  Director 


1313-001 

Although  some  citations  are  missing,  the  draft  EIS  bibliography  contains  more  than  650  references; 
about  1 20  of  these  are  from  peer-review  publications.  Some  of  the  authors  of  the  "gray  literature"  cited 
in  the  EIS  wrote  articles  that  appeared  in  peer-reviewed  documents  cited  in  the  EIS.  Also,  there  are 
citations  from  papers  presented  at  conferences  and  symposiums  where  many  technical  experts 
presumably  would  be  present. 

During  the  preparation  of  the  draft  EIS,  resource  specialists  from  Federal  and  State  agencies  and 
commissions  and  the  North  Slope  Borough  reviewed  and  commented  on  Sections  II,  III,  and  IV  of  the 
EIS.  The  agencies  are  noted  in  Sections  VI.D  and  G. 

In  addition,  the  planning  process  included  scoping  meetings,  workshops,  and  contacts  with  municipal 
governments.  Native  organizations,  and  individual  Natives.  The  Inupiat  were  invited  to  share  their 
traditional  knowledge  of  resources  in  and  adjacent  to  the  planning  area  and  how  these  resources  are 
used.  During  this  process,  scientists  were  able  to  obtain  additional  information  on  cultural,  fish  and 
wildlife,  and  .socioeconomic  resources  of  the  planning  area  and  the  North  Slope.  The  municipal 
governments  and  Native  organizations  who  contributed  to  this  process  are  listed  in  Section  IV. G. 

This  infomialion-gathering  process  has  resulted  in  a  substantial  body  of  knowledge  from  a  variety  of 
traditional  and  scientific  sources.  Some  of  the  traditional  information  has  been  presented  in  a  public 
forum — scoping  meetings  and  public  hearings — where  the  speakers'  peers  are  present.  The  traditional 
knowledge  and  scientific  information  has  been  used  to  describe  the  environment  in  and  adjacent  to  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  This  information  has  also  been  used  to  analyze  the  effects  of  oil  and 
gas  development  on  the  physical,  biological,  and  sociocultural  resources  in  and  adjacent  to  the  planning 
area. 

Based  on  all  of  the  resources  used,  ELM  believes  it  has  used  the  best  information  available  to  prepare 
the  lAP/EIS. 

1313-002  and  003 

The  EIS  is  intended  to  be  an  analysis  of  the  North  Slope  ecosystem  and  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
activity  on  the  component  parts  and  the  interrelationships.  The  elTects  on  the  physical  environment, 
which  includes  air,  water,  and  land  resources  or  habitats,  are  considered  by  those  analysts  discussing  the 
various  biotic  components,  which  include  the  marine  mammals,  fish,  caribou,  birds  and  endangered 
species  components  of  the  system.  These  effects  on  biotic  resources  also  are  interpreted  for  effects  on 
the  human  environment,  which  includes  sociocultural,  subsistence,  and  economic  components.  For 
example,  if  acid  rain  were  an  issue,  the  effect  on  the  tundra  biome,  v/hich  could  affect  caribou  and 
subsistence  hunting,  would  be  addressed  respectively.  The  relationships  of  the  physical  factors, 
biological  factors,  and  human  factors  are  the  primary  concerns  and  issues  identified  for  analysis  in  the 
EIS.  The  effects  of  the  physical  environment  as  it  translates  directly  to  the  human  factors  would  also  be 
considered.  Some  effects,  for  example,  some  biological  resources,  may  not  translate  to  a  [neasurable 
effect  on  human  activities  or  vis  versa.  In  essence,  the  dynamics  of  the  component  parts  and  their 
interdependent  relationships  are  presented  here  to  capture  the  trend,  status,  and  condition  of  the 
eco.system. 

1313-004 

Although  there  is  considerable  uncertainty  regarding  the  cause  of  the  recent  warming  thai  has  taken 
place  in  northern  Alaska,  the  ELM  agrees  there  is  cause  for  concern  because  of  the  increase  of 
atmospheric  CO,,  methane,  and  other  greenhouse  gases.  Therefore,  the  ELM  included  a  discussion  of 
this  important  issue  in  the  final  lAP/ElS  (Sec.  111. A. 4).  Although  it  is  logical  to  assume  that  the  increase 
in  atmospheric  greenhouse  gases  is  responsible  for  the  observed  changes,  some  studies  have  shown  that 
climate  in  the  Arctic  might  be  responding  to  changes  due  to  other  factors.    Evidence  indicates  that  the 
changes  may  be  periodic  and  may  cycle  in  terms  of  decades,  centuries,  or  millennia.  Therefore,  some 
degree  of  caution  is  necessary  in  predicting  future  conditions  in  the  NPR-A  during  the  proposed 
management  actions. 


V-43 


If  temperatures  continue  to  warm,  changes  in  arctic  ecosystems  appear  inevitable.  However,  caution  is 
necessary  because  changes  are  highly  uncertain  and  difficult  to  predict.  Evidence  of  past  climatic  changes, 
sometimes  occurring  abruptly  and  lasting  for  decades  or  centuries  (Sec.  I1I.A.4),  might  have  led  to  the 
evolution  of  genetic  plasticity  in  arctic  flora  and  fauna  that  will  enable  certain  species  to  respond  or  adapt  in 
unpredictable  ways.  The  BLM  has  added  information  (see  Sec.  1II.A.4)  on  the  probability  that  the 
ecosystem  will  change  if  the  climate  continues  to  warm.  However,  the  BLM  finds  it  uncoinfortable  to 
predict  exact  changes  or  to  forecast  beyond  the  scope  of  this  final  lAP/EIS.   As  the  Arctic  Research 
Commission  pointed  out  in  its  comment,  the  area  proposed  for  development  is  sinall.  Futhermore,  the  area 
most  likely  to  be  explored  or  developed  probably  will  impact  a  smaller  part  of  the  area  than  the  one 
considered  in  the  final  lAP/EIS.  The  BLM  considers  it  unlikely  that  the  management  actions  will 
significantly  affect  individual  species,  alter  the  direction  or  the  evolution  of  ecosystem  change;  climatic 
changes  that  appear  to  be  determined  on  a  regional  and  global  scale. 

1313-005 

Air  cushion  vehicles  (ACV)  have  not  been  used  on  the  North  Slope  to  transport  heavy  equipment  such  as 
di-ill  ngs.  They  have,  however,  been  used  for  lightweight  haulage.  They  would  be  of  particular  value  for 
deploying  oil-spill-containment  equipinent  during  summer  or  breakup  periods.  Low  surface  effects  vehicles, 
such  as  Rolligons,  have  been  used  to  move  equipment  over  frozen  tundra  for  several  years.  Typically,  an  ice 
road  is  prepared  to  the  drill  site  and  heavy  equipment  is  pulled  by  tractor  over  the  ice  road  to  the  site.  The 
heavy  equipment  (module,  drill  rig,  etc.)  usually  is  mounted  on  a  tire-supported  trailer  bed.  Heavy  trucks 
and  tracked  vehicles  are  not  allowed  outside  the  ice  road. 

1313-006 

The  lAP/EIS  is  undertaken  in  part  to  consider  the  advisability  of  inaking  lands  in  a  part  of  the  NPR-A 
available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  lAP/EIS  would  serve  as  the  sole  necessary  NEPA  documentation  for 
the  first  lease  sale  and  would  be  used  to  tier  off  future  NEPA  documentation  for  any  future  sale.   Additional 
NEPA  documentation  is  required  for  other  steps  in  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development,  i.e.,  seismic 
exploration,  exploratory  drilling,  and  for  development.  These  documents,  too,  would  tier  off  of  this  L^P/EIS. 

It  is  appropriate  for  the  LAP/EIS  to  examine  impacts  beyond  that  associated  with  the  paper  exercise  of 
conducting  a  lease  sale,  or  the  exploratory  leasing  phase.  Selling  an  oil  and  gas  lease  transfers  certain  rights 
to  the  lessee  to  obtain  as  well  as  explore  for  petroleum  resources.  The  BLM  cannot  ignore  the  potential 
impacts  from  exploration  and  development  to  obtain  the  resources,  and  the  lAP/EIS  analyzes  these  impacts. 

Cumulative  impacts  refers  to  nnpacts  from  both  the  activities  that  fiow  froin  the  action  addressed  in  the 
lAP/EIS.  including  exploration  and  development  for  oil  and  gas,  and  from  activities  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
lAP/EIS,  such  as  development  on  nearby  Federal,  State,  and  private  land.  (40  CFR  1508.7).  Please  see 
Response  1851-025. 
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Mr,  Gene  Terland 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  W,  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 

Alaska  Waveriders  is  a  group  of  in-waler  recreationists  and  commercial  fisherman  which  was 
formed  in  the  wake  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  disaster.    Alaska  Waveriders  is  committed  to  protecting 
Alaska's  coastal  environments  from  unnecessary  and  unwise  development,  and  especially  from  oil 
spills.  These  comments  are  somewhat  more  extensive  than  was  our  oral  presentation  at  the 
hearing  here  in  Anchorage  on  January'  21 . 

Generally,  AJaska  Waveriders  prefers  terrestrial  over  offshore  oil  development- 
Noncthcless,  we  also  believe  that  there  are  some  terrestrial  situations  which  should  not  be 
developed  because  of  their  importance  to  fish  and  wildlite  and  other  exceptional  values.  The 
planning  area  in  the  northeast  corner  of  the  NPR-a  has  two  such  areas,  Teshekpuk  Lake  and 
Colville  River  Special  Areas. 

In  regards  to  oil  leasing  in  the  NPR-a,  Alaska  Waverider's  position  is  really  quite  simple:  There  is 
no  reason  to  lease  in  the  NPR-a  at  this  time.    And  furthermore,  there  should  be  no  leasing 
without  permanent  protection  for  the  NPR-a' s  Special  Areas.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  petroleum 
development  is  unavoidable  at  this  time,  which  we  don't  beHeve,  then,  again  it  should  not  be 
vished  upon  the  Special  Areas.  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  environs  provide  critical,  irreplaceable 
habitat  for  the  Teshekpuk  caribou  herd  and  for  molting  waterfowl  from  all  over  northwestern 
Alaska,  including  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  delta.     If  "doing  it  right"  means  anything,  then  it 
should  mean  avoiding  disturbing  critical  habitat  for  important  populations  at  critical  times. 
According  to  this  definition,  there  is  no  way  to  "do  it  right,"  despite  what  the  Governor  and  the 
oil  industry-  say. 

Similarly,  the  Colville  River  Special  /Vrea  provides  critical,  irreplaceable  habitat  for  peregrine 
falcon  and  gyrfalcon  and  passerines.     It  also  provides  critical  winter  habitat  for  moose  during  the 
period  when  moose  are  most  stressed  and  least  likely  to  survive.  The  multi-season  importance  to 
key  wildlife  species  means  that  it  would  be  ahnosl  impossible  to  conduct  exploration  activities  and 


impossible  to  go  into  production  without  significantly  disturbing  resident  species.  Therefore  it  is 
impossible  to  develop  the  Colville  River  and  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Management  Areas  and  "do 
it  right."    The  two  are  mutually  exclusive. 

Alaska  Waveriders  has  reviewed  the  DEIS.    It  contains  a  great  deal  of  information,  represents 
considerable  effort,  and  is  a  good  start    Unfortunately,  it  doesn't  tell  tbe  whole  story.  In  general, 
we  believe  that; 

•  The  decision  to  consider  leasing  is  based  on  flawed  logic  and  bad  public  policy, 
specificialiy, 

•  There  is  no  need  for  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  at  this  time,  as  we  will  explain  below, 

•  The  DEIS  fails  to  discuss  the  study  area's  exceptional  wilderness  qualities, 

•  The  DEIS  significantly  underestimates  the  likely  environmental  impacts.  For 
example,  it  fails  to  adequately  address  the  fact  that  gravel  which  will  be  needed  for 
drilling  pads  and  pipeline  foundations  is  virtually  non-existent  west  of  the  Colville 
River.    Nor  does  it  begin  to  explain  how  oil  spills  from  feeder  and  transmission 
lines  during  the  will  be  contained  and  recovered  when  there  are  no  access  roads  or 
work  pads  and  the  surface  is  thawed. 

•  The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  acknowledge  the  potential  impacts  of  oil  exploration 
and  development  activities  on  subsistence  and  particularly  on  the  waterfowl  which 
play  a  key  roll  in  the  subsistence  economy  of  Yukon-Kuskokwim  delta  residents 

•  The  DEIS  probably  overestimates  potential  oil  reserves, 

•  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  the  cumulative  impacts  from  an  onslaught  of  existing 
and  proposed  onshore  and  offshore  North  Slope  oil  development  activities  the 
likes  of  which  Alaska  and  the  U.S.  arctic  have  never  before  known  or 
contemplated; 

•  It  is  one  thing  to  say  that  oil  development  can  be  done  right,,  it's  quite  anotheiTo 
actually  do  it  right.  Despite  industry  and  government  claims  to  the  contrar>', 
neither  the  federal  nor  the  state  government  have  the  resources,  manpower  or 
poUtical  will  to  protect  the  environment  from  petroleum  development  activities 
already  occurring  on  the  North  Slope,  to  say  nothing  of  activities  in  an  entirely 
new  region.  Eor  example,  government  has  failed  to  ensure  that  existing 
exploration,  production,  and  transportation  operations  on  the  North  Slope  are 
conducted  in  accordance  with  existing  regulations  and  the  stipulations  that  are  in 
the  permits.    Indeed,  there  is  such  a  lack  of  regulatory  presence  on  the  North 
Slope  that  often  govenm^ent  only  learns  of  problems  through  industry  whistle 
blower;  even  then,  however,  regulators  rarely  take  meaningful  corrective  action; 
and  finally,  

•  The  DEIS  suggests  that  stipulations  designed  to  protect  the  environment  and 
dependent  fish  and  wildlife  can  and  will  be  waived  without  explaining  the 
procedures  and  mechanisms  involved  or  providing  any  assurances  that  the  public 
will  be  allowed  to  have  any  say  or  role  in  it.  Given  past  experience  with  Alyeska 
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and  the  North  Slope  producers  and  the  state  and  federal  regulatory  vacuum  that 
currently  exists  in  /Maska,  this  is  alarming  _ 


Rather  than  belabor  these  issues  which  others  can— and  no  doubt  will-  address  with  more 
authority,  Alaska  Waveriders  would  like  to  focus  on  the  logic  behind  opening  the  NPR-A.  As  we 
understand  it,  the  Department  of  Interior  and  Clinton  Administration  has  been  conv'inced  that  if 
the  Coastal  Plain  of  the  Ajctic  National  Wildlife  Reftige  is  closed  to  oil  drilling,  then  somehow 
industry  needs  to  be  compensated.    This  is  ridiculous,    In  the  first  place,  the  Coastal  Plain  isn't 
permanently  closed  nor  will  industr>'  ever  give  up  on  drilling  in  the  Refuge.    Therefore,  the 
current  initiative  will  merely  increase  the  likelihood  that  someday  the  entire  North  Slope  of  Alaska 
will  be  one  huge  500-miIc  long  post-industrial  hazardous- waste  land. 

Moreover,  Alaska  Waveriders  challenges  anyone  to  prove  that  industry  is  somehow  suffering  as  a 
result  of  not  being  allowed  into  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Re&ge    In  fact,  the  North  Slope  has 
a  huge  backlog  of  proven  and  recoverable  oil  reserves— perhaps  three  or  more  decades  worth- 
waiting  to  be  developed  outside  of  the  NPR-A.    It  is  precisely  this  backlog  which  makes  h 
possible  for  the  likes  of  Arco,  for  example,  to  promise,  'Ts'o  decline  after  1999."    Indeed,  the 
North  Slope  is  in  the  midst  of  an  oil  boom.  Industry  is  in  the  process  of  developing  at  least  six 
new  fields  (Northstar,  Alpine,  Badami,  Tarn,  Liberty,  and  Sourdough), 

Also  lacking  merit  is  the  argument  that  we  need  to  keep  tinding  more  oil  because  TAPS  can't 
operate  on  less  than  600,000  barrels  per  day.  Keeping  TAPS  open  is  a  thermal  problem  ,  not  a 
volume  problem,  as  previously  believed,  We  understand  that  if  the  oil  is  heated  to  130  degrees  F 
at  each  pump  station,  the  pipeline  can  operate  on  volumes  of  1 50,000  barrels  per  day,  or  less. 

One  indication  of  just  how  much  recoverable  oil  is  out  there  comes  from  the  Point  Thomson  field. 
Despite  over  a  decade  of  prodding  by  the  state,  the  leaseholders  currently  refuse  to  produce  Point 
Thomson  which  has  700  million  barrets  of  extremely  valuable  natural  gas  liquids  (NGLs), 
probably  more  petroleum  than  is  likely  to  be  recovered  from  the  portion  of  the  NPR-A  under 
discussion. 

Furthermore.  Point  Thomson  has  at  least  10  trillion  cubic  feet  (tcf)  of  recoverable  natural  gas. 
Ten  tcf  is  a  lot  of  gas.   In  fact,  ten  tcf  is  almost  enough  gas  to  support  a  25-year  gas  export 
project.    Currently,  there  are  more  than  S200  billion  dollars  worth  of  recoverable  gas  reser\'es  on 
the  North  Slope,  The  producers  argue  that  it's  "not  economic"  to  develop  those  reserves  at  this 
time.    "Not  economic"  doesn't  mean  that  the  oil  companies  can't  make  money  producing  those 
resources.  It  really  means  not  as  economic  as  a  gas  project  will  be  afier  state  and  federal  tax 
breaks.  For  example,  on  the  federal  side,  the  producers  will  soon  approach  Congress  for 
corporate  tax  cuts  totaling  some  S6  billion.     Even  if  Congress  says  no,  which  is  unlikely,  the 
bottom  line  is  that  the  Clinton  Administration  owes  industry  nothing,  and  industry  neither  needs 
nor  deserves  access  to  the  NPR-A. 


007 


008 


BLM's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  4,6  million  acres  of  the  NPR-A  lists 
five  alternatives    Not  one  includes  permanent  protection  for  the  two  critical  wildlife  habitats 
recognized  as  Special  Areas  since  1977,    And  though  the  NPR-A  contains  the  imest  and  largest 
remaining  examples  of  de-facto,  unprotected  wilderness  in  the  US  nowhere  does  the  DEIS 
consider  wilderness  designation  for  a  single  acre  of  the  Reserve- 
Why  should  BLM  consider  wilderness?  For  starters,  wilderness  is  good  for  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat.  The  importance  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  CoKille  River  Special  Areas  to  wildlife 
has  long  been  recognized,    Teshekpuk  hosts  a  heard  of  25,000  caribou,  year  round.  During 
summer,  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  adjacent  wetlands  support  hundreds  of  thousands  of  waterfowl  and 
shorebirds,  including  the  largest  concentration  of  molting  geese  in  the  Arctic  and  over  a  fifth  of 
the  world's  brant.  Likewise,  the  Colville  River  has  one  of  the  world's  highest  concentrations  of 
nesting  birds  of  prey  and  passerines  and  a  large  population  of  moose  which  is  heavily  hunted  by 
residents  of  Fairbanks  and  the  North  Slope, 

Fortunately,  we  aren't  faced  with  choosing  between  wildlife  and  oil.     If  NTR-A  has  to  be 
developed  now,  there's  plenty  of  land  within  the  planning  area  for  both  protecting  the  critical 
habitats  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Colville  River  Special  Areas  and  allowing  exploration  and 
development  activities  elsewhere.  Certainly,  the  Alaska  Waveriders  could  live  with  something 
like  Alternative  B  if  it  included  permanent  protection  for  the  Colville  and  Teshekpuk  Special 
Management  Areas    Unless  the  residents  of  Nuiqsut  want  to  protect  lands  around  their  village  we 
see  no  reason  why  oil  and  gas  leasing  should  be  deferred  in  the  secuons  immediately  to  the  North 
and  West. 

The  NPR-A  was  created  75  years  ago  to  save  oil  for  national  emergencies,  but  now  the  laws  have 
changed  and  any  oil  produced  can  be  exported  to  Asia.    Before  the  government  leases  the  NPR- 
A,  at  the  very  least,  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas  should  be  permanently 
protected,  so  we  don't  export  our  recreational  and  subsistence  opportunities  and  our  wildlife 
with  our  oil.   Such  a  decision  recognizes  multiple  values  and  makes  sense  for  everyone.   Any 
decisions  to  open  lands  within  the  planning  area  to  oil  and  gas  development  are  essentially 
irreversible.    Therefore,  we  urge  the  BLM  and  the  Department  of  Interior  to  proceed  with  the 
utmost  caution, 

Alaska  Waveriders  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment.  We  also  appreciate  BLM's 
willingness  to  extend  the  comment  period  which,  initially,  was  unreasonably  short  given  the  size 
and  complexity  of  the  document.    We  urge  the  BLM  to  give  the  pubhc  another  opportunity  to 
comment  once  the  agency  develops  its  preferred  alternative- 


Mike  Macy,  Director  of  Public  Policy 
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1314-001 

The  area's  exceptional  wilderness  values  are  described  in  Section  III.C.6.a(4),  Wilderness. 

1314-002 

It  is  true  that  the  location  of  gravel  sources  west  of  the  Colville  River  is  a  major  concern  for  future 
development  in  the  NPR-A.  The  BLM  assumes  that  sur\'ey  work  to  locate  suitable  gravel  supplies  will  be 
initiated  in  the  areas  surrounding  new  discoveries.  At  this  early  stage  in  planning,  the  BLM  can  only 
identify  possible  sources  and  transportation  methods  associated  with  the  construction  of  production  pads. 
Other  aspects  of  gravel  concerns  are  stated  in  Responses  to  Comments  1652-037  and  1660-093. 

1314-003 

Helicopters  with  low-grotmd-pressure  skids  are  available  to  access  spills  and  deploy  workers  to  repair  the 
damaged  equipment.  Low-ground-pressure  equipment  also  is  available  to  access  the  site  and  clean  up  spills. 
This  equipment  is  capable  of  traveling  over  wetlands  and  having  less  of  an  impact  then  caribou  walking  over 
the  same  ground. 

1314-004 

To  better  address  potential  impacts  on  subsistence  waterfowl  harvests  by  hunters  in  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim 
(Y-K)  Delta,  subsistence-related  hearings  were  held  in  Bethel,  Alaska,  May  12,  1998,  to  provide  Y-K  Delta 
residents  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  subsistence  issues.  Open  houses  in  Hooper  Bay  and  Bethel  were 
held  on  May  1 1  to  explain  the  NPR-A  lAP/ElS  alternatives  and  mitigation  and  to  get  informal  stakeholder 
comment  on  the  plan. 

The  action  could  have  some  undetermined  effect  on  Y-K  Delta  waterfowl  that  use  the  northeastern  NPR-A 
for  nesting/molting  and  use  Y-K  Delta  habitat  during  migration.   At  this  time,  the  undetermined  effects  on 
waterfowl  cannot  be  measured  by  available  research  data.   Some  mortality  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  could 
be  expected  to  subsistence  waterfowl  species,  but  moilality  would  not  be  high,  as  goose  molting  areas  are 
not  open  to  leasing  or  development  under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  There  is  no  realistic  way  to  translate  any 
potential  mortality  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  into  a  measurable  effect  on  a  distant  subsistence  user. 

Please  see  Response  1450-001.  Section  rV.C.8.b.(5)  analysis  for  Alternative  B  states:  "Because  overall 
effects  of  management  actions  on  birds  in  the  northeast  NPR-A  area  are  expected  to  be  minor,  and  these 
birds,  in  general,  disperse  over  large  migration  and  wintering  areas,  effects  on  stakeholder  groups  [including 
subsistence  hunters]  are  also  expected  to  be  minor.  However,  detailed  information  that  could  allow  accurate 
analysis  of  this  effect  is  not  readily  available  or  has  not  been  compiled  in  a  usable  format."  Section 
IV.C.13.c(4)  has  been  changed  to  include  information  concerning  potential  impacts  on  subsistence 
waterfowl  harvests  to  hunters  in  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta. 

1314-005 

Almost  all  experts  will  agree  that  there  is  no  "right  answer"  or  "wrong  answer"  when  estimating 
undiscovered  petroleum  resources  in  a  frontier  province.  The  BLM  has  used  methodology  and  computer 
modeling  that  has  been  reviewed  and  generally  approved  by  a  scientific  organization  and  industry.  The 
commenter  has  failed  to  provide  details  or  a  basis  to  support  the  claim  that  BLM's  assessment  overestimates 
potential  oil  reserves. 

1314-006 

Please  see  Response  1851-025. 

1314-008 

The  public  has  been  given  the  chance  to  comment  on  the  procedures  and  mechanisms  involved  in  waiving 
stipulations  during  the  public  coinment  period  for  the  draft  lAP/ElS.  The  stipulations  and  process  outlined 
in  the  preferred  alternative  reflect  those  comments.   Please  see  Response  1658-004. 


1314-009 

Please  refer  to  Section  I. A  and  Response  1 85 1  -002. 

1314-010 

Please  refer  to  Sections  I. A,II.G,  and  Response  1 85 1  -058. 
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We  see  tremendous  oil  potential  for  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  but  the  opportunity  will  not  be 
realized  unless  BLM  can  conduct  a  successful  and  competitive  sale  and  award  leases  with 
workable  operating  requirements.   If  this  crucial  first  sale  is  not  successful,  the  probability  is 
high  that  petroleum  industry  interest  wiU  wane,  exploration  dollars  that  could  have  been  spent 
in  Alaska  will  go  to  other  areas  of  the  world  and  the  potential  for  economic  development  of 
the  Petroleum  Reserve  for  the  benefit  of  State  and  Federal  taxpayers  will  again  go  unrealized. 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  Slate  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7"'  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Re:  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  uStateraent 

Gentlemen: 

Anadarko  Petroleum  Corporation  —  a  large  Houston-based  independent  oil  and  gas 
c.\ploration  and  production  company  —  was  present  as  an  observer  at  the  first  National 
Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  (the  "Petroleum  Reserve")  sale  in  Fairbanks.  Alaska  on  January  27, 
1982.  Anadarko's  interest  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  has  not  only  held  fast  since  the  last  lease 
sale  in  1984,  but  has  increased  as  our  North  Slope  knowledge  and  activity  level  have  expanded. 

Today,  .Anadarko  is  one  of  ihe  most  active  independent  oil  and  gas  companies  in  Alaska. 
We  are  a  working  interest  owner  with  operator  ARCO  Alaska  in  Ihe  newly-discovered  Alpine 
Field  lo  he  developed  on  ilie  Petroleum  Reserve's  doorstep,  and  we  operate  a  joint  venture  with 
ARCO  Alaska  in  llie  Cook  Inlet  Basin.  Currently  underway  is  a  large  3D  seismic  acquisition 
program  in  the  Kenai  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  and  wc  aie  planning  to  drill  a  well  on  the 
western  side  of  Cook  Inlet  in  Summer  1998. 

The  Alpine  Field,  as  well  as  other  industry  developmeni.s  now  underway  on  the  North 
Slope,  have  set  new  standards  for  arctic  exploration  and  development.  Long-reach  drilling, 
smaller  and  fewer  drilling  pads,  elimination  of  reserve  pits  and  underground  injection  of  cuttings 
have  greatly  reduced  industry's  footprint. 

This  is  a  new  lime  with  new  technologies  and  wc  have  a  much  better  understanding  of 
how  our  operations  impact  the  environment  and  tlic  people  and  resources  of  the  North  Slope. 


As  Anadarko  Petroleum  Corporation's  formal  response  to  the  draft  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS),  here  then  are  our  dioughts  on  how  to  achieve  a 
successful  sale: 


1.  Selection  of  Alternative  E,  a  full  leasing  scenario,  would  set  the  stage  for  a 
successful  sale  because  this  alternative  opens  up  the  Imown  hydrocarbon  fairway  along 
the  Barrow  Arch.  According  to  the  BLM/MMS  geologic  assessment  results  reported  in  the 
DEIS,  the  risked  mean  oil  potential  for  the  entire  N.E.  Planning  Area  of  the  Petroleum 
Reserve  is  3.070  Bbbl.  This  oil  volume  is  expected  from  eleven  of  the  fourteen  described 
geological  plays.   However,  proposed  acreage  deletions  under  Alternatives  D,  C  and  B 
running  from  north  lo  south  through  the  N.E,  Planning  Area  increasingly  reduce  the  area 
available  for  leasing,  thereby  decreasing  the  potential  oil  volumes  which  could  be  discovered. 
In  fact,  the  reductions  significantly  impair  the  economic  viability  of  potential  oil  development 
in  the  area. 

The  attached  spreadsheet  lists  the  plays  and  their  respective  potentials  for  Alternatives  B, 
C,  D  and  E.  For  each  play,  the  leasable  percent  of  the  total  aiea  for  each  Alternative  is  listed,  as 
is  the  risked  mean  conventionally  recoverable  oil  reported  in  the  DEIS.  The  play  rcscn'cs  are 
recalculated  based  on  the  reduced  leasable  area  under  each  alternative.  For  example,  tlie  mean 
conventionally  recoverable  oi  I  for  the  first  play,  the  Endicott  Barrow  Arch,  is  26 1  MMBO.  The 
leasable  area  for  that  play  is  24%,  11%  and  7%  for  Alternatives  D,  C  and  B,  respectively. 
Multiplying  those  percents  times  261  MMBO  results  in  only  62.6,  28.7  and  18,2  MMBO, 
respectively,  actually  being  available  for  discovery.  On  a  stand-alone  basis,  these  volumes  are 
probably  subcommercial.  Under  Alternative  E,  the  entire  261 .0  MMBO  is  available.  However, 
these  volumes  are  fijrther  reduced  84%  assuming  certain  economic  criteria  as  stated.  On  the 
spreadsheet,  the  sum  of  risked  mean  conventionally  recoverable  oil  for  all  plays  is  listed  as  well 
as  the  sum  of  risked  mean  economically  recoverable  oil.  The  latter  totals  are  103,  150,  247  and 
494  MMBO  for  all  plays  for  Alternatives  B,  C,  D  and  E,  respectively.  Accordingly,  the  DEIS 
reports  that  of  the  3.070  Bbhl  total,  only  494  MMBO  would  be  commercially  recoverable  using 
an  $18  per  barrel  price  under  Alternative  E.  These  resource  estimates  under  realistic  pricing 
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scenarios  may  rule  out  a  commercial  exploration  venture  without  the  lands  under  Alternative  E 
being  made  available. 

While  the  BLM/MMS  geologic  assessments  may  prove  lo  be  conservative,  exposure  to 
the  greatest  possible  area  increases  the  likelihood  of  a  commercial  discovery.  We  view  the  N.E. 
Planning  Area,  particularly  the  hydrocarbon  fairway  along  the  Barrow  Arch  and  through  the 
balance  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  as  dramatically  underexplored,  particularly  in  the  current  era 
of  large  3D  seismic  acquisition  programs  and  sophisticated  processing  technologies.  But  in 
order  to  conduct  a  thorough  and  technically  sufficient  exploratory  program  in  large  areas 
where  modern  geologic  information  is  scant  or  non-existent  such  as  the  Petroleum  Reserve, 
basin- wide  access  for  the  seismic  tools  and  drilling  operations  is  necessary.   Programs  that 
create  a  patchwork  quilt  of  accessible  and  leasable  lands  due  to  acreage  withdrawals,  deferrals 
or  overly  restrictive  operating  stipulations  effectively  thwart  the  compiling  of  a  complete 
geologic  picmre  and  escalate  the  perceived  risk  and  cost  of  any  venture.  Potential  lessees  may 
view  the  uncertainty  of  defining  drillable  prospects  to  be  too  great  and  the  enthusiasm  for 
leasing  wiU  suffer.  A  decision  which  fails  to  expose  all  of  the  N.E.  Planning  Area  to  leasing 
will  send  a  clear,  and  negative  message  regarding  the  long  range  prospectivity  of  exploring  the 
Petroleum  Reserve  and  contribute  to  an  irreversible  wasting  of  resources. 


The  Petroleum  Reserve  has  a  long  and  rich  history  of  petroleum  exploration  which  is 
actually  covered  somewhat  perfunctorily  in  the  DEIS.    More  prominent  mention  could  have 
been  made  in  the  introductory  paragraphs  regarding  the  70  year  history  of  surface  geological 
work,  the  acquisition  of  thousands  of  line  miles  of  seismic  acquired  by  the  U  .S.  Navy,  the 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  and  private  mdustry,  and  tlie  48  exploratory  wells  drilled  between 
1946  and  1981.  The  potential  range  of  in-place  reserves  for  the  Petroleum  Reserve  as  a  whole 
(820  million  lo  15.4  billion  barrels  of  oil)  deserved  to  be  highlighted  in  the  background  section 
of  the  document.  Without  these  facts  at  the  outset,  the  uriinitiated  reader  or  a  reader  who  may 
not  delve  too  deeply  into  the  details  of  the  document  might  erroneously  conclude  that  BLM  is 
analyzing  for  the  first  time  new  oil  and  gas  leasing  of  an  environmentally  pristine  part  of  the 
arctic  slope  previously  unimpacted  by  industrial  activity.  


The  DEIS  should  also  have  analy7£d  the  potential  loss  of  oil  reserves  and  the  revenues 
to  State  and  National  governmettts  if  the  area  is  not  offered  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Absent  a 
discussion  of  the  economic  impact  of  no  leasing,  the  reader  is  deprived  of  an  analysis  that 
compares  risk  witli  reward,  and  is  instead  given  an  analysis  that  illustrates  only  the  risks  that 
may  be  incurred.  
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Congressional  enactments  governing  management  of  the  Reserve  make  it  clear  that  the 
Reserve's  non-petroleum  values  must  be  protected  in  a  way  that  does  nm  jeopardize  its  oil  and 
gas  development  potential.  AUernatives  A-D  fail  to  achieve  this  balance.   They  would  remove 
areas  having  significant  oil  and  gas  potential  from  leasing,  would  substantially  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  a  commercial  discovery  of  oil  and  gas  and  would  chill  industry  interest,  not  only 
in  the  N.E.  Planning  Area  but  in  all  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve. 


BLM  has  chosen  to  use  the  land  use  planning  process  to  make  decisions  on  whether  to 
conduct  a  leasing  program  in  the  N.E.  Planning  Area  and  if  leasing  is  approved,  how  that 
program  should  he  designed  as  part  of  BLM's  land  use  plan.   In  framing  a  land  use  plan,  BLM 
must  balance  oil  and  gas  development  against  protection  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve's 
subsistence,  ecological  and  other  values.   How  it  balances  these  uses  will  depend  on  how  the 
BLM  applies  the  management  standard  Congress  enacted  for  the  Petroleum  Reserve.  The 
following  examines  that  standard  and  its  implications  for  the  planning  decisions  the  BLM  will 
make  for  the  N.E.  Planning  Area.   A  more  detailed  memorandum  of  the  legislative  history  of 
the  Reserve  is  an  attachment  to  this  letter. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  Reserve  has  always  been  petroleum  development.   The 
land  which  makes  up  the  Reserve  was  fust  set  aside  in  1923  by  Executive  Order  3797-A  which 
withdrew  the  area  from  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  and  designated  the  land  as  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserve  No.  4  ("Reserve  No.  4").   Reserve  No.  4,  together  with  the  other  three  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserves  created  during  tlie  first  quarter  of  this  century,  was  created  to  assure  that 
in  time  of  war,  the  Navy's  ships  would  have  adequate  petroleum  supplies.  See  H.R.  Rep.  No. 
81  (1),94*  Cong.  2"'  Sess.  (1976). 

In  1976,  Congress  passed  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  ("NPRPA"). 
Pub.  L.  No.  94-258,  90  Stat.  303  (1976).  Title  I  of  the  NPRPA  renamed  Reserve  No.  4  the 
"National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska"  and  transferred  authority  over  the  Reserve  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior.  The  reports  prepared  by  Congress  prior  to  the  1976  enactment  of  the 
NPRPA  and  creation  of  the  Reserve  demonstrate  that  the  law  emerged  in  the  spirit  of 
promoting  expedited  domestic  petroleum  exploration  and  production  in  America.  The  House 
Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  (the  "Interior  Committee")  stated  that  the  bill 
sought  to  accomplish  three  things: 

first,  to  authorize  die  Secretary  of  the  Interior  lo  establish 
national  petroleum  reserves  on  the  public  lands. 
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2.  Alternative  E  most  consistently  reflects  the  balance  Congress  intended  between 
oil  and  gas  development  and  the  protection  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve's  other  values. 
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Second,  lo  authorize  the  Secretary  to  prepare  plans  for 
development  and  production  of  oil  and  gas  on  such  reserves 
in  the  lower  forty -eight  states,  subject  lo  Congressional 
acceptance  of  any  production  plan. 

Third,  to  direct  the  Secretary  to  explore  for  oil  and  gas  on 
the  22  million-acre  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4  in  Alaska, 
and  to  report  his  findings  annually  lo  Congress. 

H.R.  Rep.  No.  81  (1),  94"^  Cong.  2"*  Sess.  (1976)  (emphasis  added).    Further,  the  Interior 
Committee  believetl  that  "the  urgent  national  need  for  immediate  action  to  produce  more 
domestic  oil  and  natural  gas  [weighed]  heavily  against  any  further  delay  through  duplicating 
this  Committee's  hearings  and  consideration"  by  the  Armed  Serves  Committee,  which  also  had 
an  interest  in  the  subject  lands.  The  focus  was  on  increasing  domestic  production  within  six 
months.  Id. 

In  discussing  production  from  all  the  reserves,  the  Interior  Committee  urged: 

Not  only  must  production  commence  promptly,  but  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  has  responsibility  for  managing 
the  Nation's  namral  resources,  should  make  every  effort  to 
explore  and  develop  new  domestic  sources  of  supply  wherever 
possible,  including  exploration  of  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve 
No.  4  in  Alaska. 

Id.  (emphasis  added). 

With  respect  to  Alaska,  specifically,  the  Interior  Committee  stated: 

The  Committee  finds  ihat  early  exploration  for  oil  and  gas  in 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No,  4  is  essential.  However, 
production  is  out  of  the  question  for  a  number  of  years 
due  to  a  lack  of  transportation. 

id. 

Congress  also  provided  for  protection  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve's  other  values,  but  said 
that  even  in  the  most  envirormientally  sensitive  areas  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  such 
protection  must  be  consistent  with  the  Petroleum  Reserve's  principal  purpose.   Accordingly, 
Section  104(b)  of  the  NPRPA  provided  that  exploration  within  special  areas  containing 
subsistence,  recreational,  wildlife,  historical  or  scenic  values  should  be  conducted  so  as  to 
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assure  the  "maximum  protection"  of  such  values  but  only  "to  the  extent  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  this  Act  for  the  exploration  of  the  reserve."  (Emphasis  added) 

The  Committee  of  the  Conference  on  the  bill  which  became  the  NPRPA  explained  how 
environmental  protection  under  this  standard  would  be  balanced  against  the  objective  of 
promoting  development  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve's  oil  and  gas  resources.   It  emphasized  ihat 
the  authority  U)  mitigate  the  adverse  environmental  effects  of  oil  and  gas  activities  does  not 
include  the  authority  to  prohibit  such  activities. 

It  is  the  intention  of  this  provision  to  immediately  autliorizc  the  Secretary  to 
rcquhe  that  exploration  activities  within  these  designated  areas  be  conducted 
in  a  manner  designed  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  the  values  which  these 
areas  contain.  WbUe  'maximmn  protection  of  such  surface  values'  is  not 
a  prohibition  of  exploration-related  activities  within  such  areas,  it  is 
intended  that  such  exploration  operations  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner 
which  will  minimize  the  adverse  impact  on  the  environment. 

II. R.  Conf.  Rep.  94-942,  March  23,  1976  (emphasis  added). 

The  language  that  Congress  used  in  1 976  to  make  oil  and  gas  development  paramount  in 
the  Reserve  is  almost  identical  to  language  Congress  used  around  the  same  time  period  to  make 
wildlife  or  recreational  values  paramount  in  national  wildlife  refuges  and  national  recreation 
areas.  For  example,  in  creating  Utah's  Glen  Canyon  National  Recreational  Area  in  1972, 
Congress  stated: 

In  order  to  provide  for  public  outdoor  recreation  use 
and  enjoyment  of  Lake  Powell  and  lands  adjacent  thereto 
and  to  preserve  scenic,  scientific,  and  historic  features 
conlribulmg  lo  public  enjoyment  of  the  area,  there  is 
established  the  Glen  Canyon  National  Recreation  Area.... 

16  U.S.C.A.  §460dd.  Congress  went  on  to  stale: 

Under  such  regulations  as  he  dccma  appropriate,  the 
Secretary  lof  the  lnterior|  shall  permit  the  removal  of  the 
nonleasable  minerals  ...  and  ...  leasable  minerals  from 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  within  the  recreation  area  . . . 
It  he  finds  that  such  disposition  would  not  have  significant 
adverse  effects  on  the  Glen  Canyon  project  or  on  the 
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administration  of  the  national  recreation  area  pursuant 

to  this  subchapter.   16  U.S.C.A.  §460dd-2(a)  (emphasis  added). 

Likewise,  when  Congress  eslablished  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  in  1976,  die  express 
purpose  was  "to  provide  for  the  immediate  and  future  protection  and  administration  of  the  pubhc  lands  m 
the  California  desert  ,  ..and  the  maintenance  of  environmental  quality'."  43  U.S.C,A.§  1781(b).  Still, 
Conpess  provided  for  mineral  development  acti«ty  in  the  area,  to  the  extent  it  was  conducted  so  as  not 
to  unduly  impair  the  area.. 

Subject  lo  valid  existing  rights,  nothing  in  thi.s  Act  shall 
affect  the  applicability  of  the  United  States  mining  laws  on 
the  public  lands  within  the  California  Desert  Conservation 
Area,  except  that  all  [such]  mining  claims  . . .  shall  be 
subject  to  such  reasonable  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  this  section. 
Such  regulations  shall  provide  for  such  measures  as  may  be 
reasonable  to  protect  the  scenic,  scientific,  and  environmental 
values  of  the  California  Desert  Conservation  Area  against 
undue  impairment 

43  U.S.C.A.  §1781(0  (emphasis  added). 

Thus,  Congress  authorized  mineral  development  in  these  areas,  but  permitted  such 
development  only  so  long  as  it  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  principal  purpose  of  protecting  the 
area's  wildlife  or  recreational  values.  The  practical  effect  was  to  establish  a  management 
standard  which  allowed  multiple  uses  of  the  land  while  recognizing  the  paramount  importance 
Congress  had  assigned  to  wildlife  and/or  recreational  values. 

Similarly,  when  il  established  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  Congress  authorized  the  BLM  to 
manage  and  protect  the  Petroleum  Reserve's  non-petroleum  values,  but  only  to  the  extent  that 
such  protection  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  principal  purpose  of  developing  oil  and  gas  in  the 
Petroleum  Reser\'e.  Accordingly,  the  BLM  may  apply  a  multiple  use  land  management  standard 
for  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  but  il  must  do  so  in  a  way  which  recognizes  the  paramount 
importance  Congress  has  assigned  to  promoting  the  development  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve's 
petroleum  resources. 

Congress  acknowledged  the  special  status  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve  in  the  1980  Alaska 
National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (P.L.  96-487,  now  codified  at  43  U.S.C.A.  3101) 
through  its  express  exclusion  of  the  Petroleum  ReseiTC  from  mandated  studies  of  Federal  land 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  future  land  use.  Section  3141  of  AMLCA  directs  the  Secretary 
to  carry  out  a  study  of  all  federal  lands  north  of  68  degrees  north  latitude  other  than  lands 
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included  tlie  National  Petroleum  Resen-c-Alaska  and  in  conservation  units  established  by 
ANILCA.  The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  "(1)  assess  the  potential  oil  and  gas  resources  of 
these  lands  and  make  recommendations  concerning  future  use  and  management  of  those 
resources  including  an  cvalualion  of  alternative  transportation  routes  needed  for  oil  and  gas 
development;  (2)  review  the  wilderness  characteristics,  and  make  recommendations  for 
wildenness  designation,  of  these  lands;  and  (3)  study,  and  make  recommendations  for  protection 
of,  Ihe  wildlife  resources  of  these  lands."  Section  314S  of  ANILCA  furUicr  directs  the  Secretary 
to  establish  an  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  on  lands  not  subject  to  the  study  required  by  section 
3141,  other  than  lands  included  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve.  However,  the  act  stipulates  that  "such 
program  shall  not  be  undertaken  by  the  Secretary  on  those  lands  where  applicable  law  prohibits 
such  leasing  or  on  those  units  of  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge  System  where  the  Secretary 
determines,  after  having  considered  the  national  interest  in  producing  oil  and  gas  from  such 
lands,  that  the  exploration  for  and  development  of  oil  or  gas  would  be  incompatible  with  the 
purpose  for  which  such  unit  was  established."  Expressed  exclusion  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve 
from  these  portions  of  ANILCA  demonstrates  that  Congress  recognized  Ihe  Petroleum  Reserve 
as  a  distinct  area  subject  to  NPRPA  with  its  principal  purpose  defined  and  the  protection  of  its 
other  resource  values  addressed. 

The  1981  Interior  Appropriations  Act  (P.L.  96-514,  now  codified  at  42  U.S.C,  Sec.  6508, 
the  "Leasing  Act")  authorized  competitive  leasing  within  the  Petroleum  Reserve.  The  Leasing 
Act  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  impose  such  "conditions,  restrictions,  and  prohibitions"  as  he 
deems  necessary  "lo  mitigate  reasonably  foreseeable  and  significantly  adverse  effects  on  the 
surface  resources"  of  the  Reserve.  Accordingly,  the  Secretary  promulgated  .some  rules  under  the 
Leasing  Act  allowing  the  BLM  to  "prohibit  use  of  and  access  to"  lands  within  Ihe  reser\'e,  hut 
only  "fijo  Ihe  extent  consistent  with  the  requirements  of"  the  1 976  NPRPA.  which  had 
established  petroleum  development  as  the  dominant  purpose  of  the  Reser\'e.  43  C.F.R.  Section 
236 1. 1  (e)(  1 ).  Therefore,  any  prohibitions  on  oil  and  gas  development  must  not  be  so  broad  as  to 
bar  or  jeopardize  petroleimi  development. 

Because  the  prohibitions  contemplated  by  the  Leasing  Act  must  be  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  NPRPA,  which  does  not  allow  prohibition  of  leasing  itself,  such  prohibitions 
must  be  limited  to  controlling  the  manner  or  timing  of  particular  activities  within  a  leased  area. 
Thus,  while  the  BLM  cannot  completely  prohibit  leasing  in  any  area  of  the  Reserve  identified  as 
having  oil  and  gas  potential,  it  may,  for  example,  require  particular  types  of  oil  and  gas 
development  activities  to  be  scheduled  during  certaui  times  of  Uie  year,  effectively  prohibiting 
those  activities  at  all  otlier  times.  Through  such  "prohibitions",  the  BLM  can  effectively  protect 
the  unique  surface  values  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve  without  preventing  development  of  the 
petroleum  resources.  Consequently,  where  potential  oil  and  gas  development  may  affect  the 
Petroleum  Reserve's  other  values,  the  BLM  may  impose  some  conditions  on  leasing  and 
subsequent  development  to  mitigate  those  pulenlial  impacts,  but  the  BLM  may  not  make  leasing 
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decisions  or  impose  mitigation  measures  which  would  jeopardize  or  prohibit  potential  oil  and  gas 
development,  tiie  dominant  use  for  which  the  Petroleum  Reserve  was  created.  
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3.  Impact-specific  operating  stipulations  und  cotitinuing  NEPA  analysis  will 
adequately  protect  the  surface  resources  under  an  Alternative  E  leasing  scenario. 

Although  an  extensive  analysis  of  the  oil  industry's  environmental  record  on  the  North  Slope 
of  Alaska  for  purposes  of  perspective  may  be  beyond  the  scope  of  the  DEIS  {which  would 
demonstrate  little  impact  on  the  environment), the  relatively  benign  nature  of  the  potential 
impacts  in  the  N.E.  Planning  Area  is  accurately  reflected  in  the  Alternative  E  Impacts 
discussion.   Significantly,  the  discussion  in  the  DEIS  regarding  "Unavoidable  Adverse 
Effects"  on  the  various  resources  predicts  little  in  the  way  of  irreversible  loss  or  permanent 
damage.   In  fact,  the  text  continually  uses  terminology  such  as  "short-term  effects,"  "not 
expected  to  be  significant,"   "very  minimal  and  localized,"  "can  be  mitigated,"  "losses  of 
small  numbers,"   "not  expected  to  have  a  measurable  effect,"  etc.  when  describing  the  impacts 
to  resources.    In  short,  there  is  simply  no  compelling  evidence  presented  of  potential 
environmental  degradation  by  the  oil  and  gas  industry  that  serves  to  justify  the  withdrawal  of 
vast  acreages  from  leasing. 


Protection  of  the  surface  resources  can  be  achieved  by  impact-specific  operating 
stipulations  developed  through  cooperation  between  the  lessee  and  the  Bl.M.  The  DEIS  itself 
recognizes  the  "need  for  further  NEPA  analysis"  in  the  event  of  exploratory  drilling  or 
construction  of  infrastructure  based  on  proposals  for  site  specific  activity.   The  DEIS  contains, 
unformnately,  an  exhaustive  set  of  stipulations  which  attempt  to  anticipate  and  micro-manage  a 
wide  range  of  operating  situations.  Accordingly,  many  stipulations  overreach.   We  do  not 
think  this  exercise  is  productive  because  any  one-size  fits-all  type  solutions  are  inappropriate 
and  premature  without  complete  knowledge  and  analysis  of  the  actual  impacts  to  be 
considered.    Potential  impacts  should  be  examined  and  mitigated  at  each  phase  of  activity  on  a 
site  specific  basis  using  appropriate  stipulations  rather  than  using  prohibitions  as  a  mitigation 
measure.   Envirorunental  monitoring  should  be  required  to  assure  performance. 

4.  Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities  are  compatible  with  subsistence 
hunting  and  gathering  throughout  the  Petroleum  Reserve.  The  Petroleum  Reserve  is  home 
to  the  hiupiat  people.  Anadarko  recognizes  the  importance  of  subsistence  hunting,  fishing  and 
gathering  to  local  Inupiat  communities,  and  believes  h  can  conduct  its  operations  compatibly 
with  these  subsistence  activities.   Oil  and  gas  operating  stipulations  similar  to  those  described 
in  the  DEIS  can  be  designed  both  to  preserve  subsistence  resources  and  to  protect  the  local 
communities'  continued  access  to  Ihem.  These  stipulations  should  be  developed  on  a  site- 
specific  basis  in  the  post-leasing,  permitting  stage,  consistent  with  our  discussion  above.    
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Anadarko  is  aware  of  the  desire  of  local  communities  to  continue  subsistence  activities 
even  within  oil  field  boundaries.   Anadarko  supports  efforts  to  work  with  local  communities  to 
design  ways  for  this  to  occur  without  endangering  oil  field  workers  or  facilities. 

5.  Rather  than  delete  or  defer  areas  of  high  ecological  value  from  leasing,  the  BLM 
should  use  its  authority  to  impose  mitigation  measures  assuring  "maximum  protection"  of 
those  values.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act's  requirement  that  public  lands 
be  managed  to  prevent  "unnecessary  or  undue  degradation"  applies  throughout  the  Petroleum 
Reserve.   However,  Congress  recognized  that  some  areas  within  the  Reserve  may  deserve  a 
higher  degree  of  protection,  because  of  their  high  ecological  value.   The  NPRPA  authorized 
the  Secretary  to  designate  such  areas  as  "special  areas"  and  provided  that  within  them,  the 
Secretary  must  assure  "maximum  protection"  of  the  ecological  values  "to  the  extent  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  [the]  Act  for  the  exploration  of  the  Reserve. " 

Deleting  or  deferring  areas  from  leasing  could  remove  all  or  parts  of  critical  oil  and  gas 
prospects  and  significantly  decrease  the  odds  of  finding  hydrocarbons  (see  discussion  pp.  2-  3, 
supra)  and  by  limiting  the  lessees'  flexibility  to  plan  exploration,  actually  increase 
environmental  impacts  in  the  Planning  Area.  This  would  run  counter  to  the  Reserve's 
principal  purpose  and  would  not  be  necessary  to  protect  the  Reserve's  environmental  values. 


The  better  alternative  is  not  to  delete  or  defer  lands  from  leasing,  but,  instead,  lease  these 
"special  areas"  subject  to  the  condition  that  the  lessee  must  reasonably  demonstrate  that  studies 
or  analyses  of  the  specific  effects  of  a  proposed  development  activity  support  a  finding  that  all 
phases  of  the  proposed  activity  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that  provides  maximum 
protection  of  the  values  for  which  the  area  has  been  specially  designated,  without  being  so 
stringent  as  to  make  oil  and  gas  development  uneconomic.   These  studies  and  analyses  would 
be  submitted  as  part  of  the  permitting  and  related  NEPA  analyses  for  any  development 
proposed  in  a  "special  area."    This  would  not  jeopardize  oil  and  gas  development,  but  would 
impose  the  higher  degree  of  protection  prescribed  by  Congress  for  the  Petroleum  Reserve's 
more  sensitive  ecological  resources. 


6.  Leasing  of  the  N.E.  Planning  Area  should  occur  in  1998  and  be  the  first  step  in 
an  ongoing  and  predictable  leasing  program  for  all  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve.   Providing 
opportunities  now  for  industry  to  find  and  delineate  new  reserves  is  critical  to  Alaska's 
economic  future  and  to  the  United  States'  oil  supply.  Total  North  Slope  oil  production,  at  the 
peak  of  production  in  1988,  was  738.6  million  barrels  {an  average  of  2.02  million  barrels  per 
day).  At  that  time,  Alaska  supplied  25%  of  the  United  States'  oil  supply.    By  1997,  total 


005 


V-52 


March  6,  1997 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Page  1 1 


March  6,  1997 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Page  12 


North  Slope  production  had  declined  to  284  million  barrels  (an  average  of  .78  million  barrels 
per  day).   Currently,  the  rate  of  production  continues  to  decline  at  the  rate  of  10%  per  year. 

Tlie  decline  in  North  Slope  production  is  directly  reflected  in  the  declining  volume  of  oil 
transported  through  the  Trans  Alaskan  Pipeline  System  ("TAPS").   If  the  decline  in  North 
Slope  production  continues  at  its  present  rate,  continued  operation  of  TAPS  will  no  longer  be 
economical.  This  could  lead  to  a  decision  to  abandon  and  dismantle  the  pipeline.   Abandon- 
ment of  TAPS  would  result  in  the  loss  of  oil  resources  on  the  North  Slope  and  would  have 
substantial,  adverse  consequences  for  the  Alaskan  and  United  States  economies.    Moreover, 
the  energy  security  of  the  United  States  would  suffer,  .since  the  country  would  be  forced  to 
import  more  oil. 

Oil  development  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  could  help  slow  the  present  decline  of  North 
Slope  oil  production  and  extend  the  life  of  TAPS.  Experience  on  the  North  Slope  has  shown 
that  it  can  take  at  least  8  years  from  the  time  an  area  is  leased  before  oil  can  be  found  and 
produced.  Clearly,  then,  it  is  in  the  public's  interest  to  proceed  expeditiously  with  the 
resumption  of  leasing  in  the  North  East  Planning  Area  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve. 

If  a  schedule  for  performing  similar  evaluations  in  the  balance  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve 
were  already  underway  or  at  least  contemplated,  the  confidence  of  potential  bidders  and  the 
number  of  competiI()rs  would  probably  increase  significantly  which  would  help  to  insure  a 
successful  first  sale.   Planning  for  tlie  second  round  of  leasing  should  commence  immediately 
following  the  first  sale  to  take  advantage  of  the  interest  and  momentum  by  BLM  and  industry. 

Conclusion,  Anadarko  is,  once  again,  very  excited  about  the  opporwnity  to  participate  in 
oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.   We  are  encouraged 
by  statements  made  by  Secretary  Babbitt  this  past  summer  regarding  the  approach  that  may  be  taken 
to  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve.  He  asked  whether  it  may  be  time  to  develop  a  new 
paradigm  for  making  leasing  decisions.   Referring  to  the  technological  advances  the  industry  has  made 
in  the  arctic,  the  Secretary  suggested  that  it  may  not  be  appropriate  to  view  the  Petroleum  Reserve 
"traditionally"  in  terms  of  what  should  be  "on-limits"  and  what  should  be  "off-limits"  to  leasing.  We 
concur. 

Our  industry  has  a  track  record  for  having  successfully  met  the  challenge  of  arctic 
exploration  and  development,  and  we  continue  to  get  better  at  it.   With  appropriate  safeguards, 
we  can  conduct  our  activities  throughout  the  Petroleum  Reserve  without  compromising 
important  culmral,  subsistence  and  environmental  values.   Anadarko  urges  the  DOI  to  develop 
a  program  which  systematically  and  on  a  set  schedule  exposes  all  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve  to 


industry  interest.   We  are  confident  that  this  approach  will  attract  industry  inveslraenl  and  is 
the  only  way  to  realize  the  Petroleum  Reserve's  oil  and  gas  potential  for  the  benefit  of  the 
citizens  of  Alaska  and  of  the  Nation. 

Sincerely, 


John  Seitz 

Executive  Vice  President 

Exploration  and  Production 


1333-001 

Section  I.B.I  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  fact  that  we  are  not  analyzing  oil  and  gas 

leasing  for  the  first  time,  and  that  leasing  did  occur  in  the  early  1980s. 

1333-002 

Alternative  A  represents  the  continuation  of  the  stattis  quo,  i.e.,  not  offering  any  of  Ihe 
planning  area  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  at  this  time.  A  comparison  of  Section  IV. B.  1 1  with  the 
corresponding  sections  for  the  other  alternatives  provides  a  range  of  economic  impacts. 
Because  none  of  the  alternatives  result  in  a  permanent  withdrawal  of  the  area  from  oil  and 
gas  leasing,  there  is  no  potential  loss  of  oil  reserves  and  the  associated  revenues. 

1333-003 

Please  see  Response  1660-001. 

1333-004 

The  opportunity  for  modifying  stipulations  to  meet  site-specific  situations  at  the  permitting 
stage  is  provided  for  under  certain  conditions  (refer  to  the  introductory  language  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative  stipulations).  The  stipulations  and  conditions  under  which  they  could 
be  modified  were  included  in  the  draft  lAP/EIS  to  more  adequately  determine  the 
environmental  consequences  of  the  various  alternatives.  It  also  provides  notice  to  the 
public  and  industry  of  the  types  of  terms  and  conditions  under  which  activities  may  be 
permitted.  Also,  please  see  Response  1658-004. 

1333-005 

Alternative  E  does  not  delete  or  defer  lands  from  leasing.  Stipulations  were  developed  to 

indicate  the  activities  that  would  be  allowed  and  where  to  provide  "maximum  protection  of 

the  values  for  which  the  area  has  been  specially  designated,  without  being  so  stringent  as  to 

make  oil  and  gas  development  uneconomic."  The  opportunity  for  modifying  stipulations  to 

meet  site-specific  situations  at  the  permitting  stage  is  provided  by  the  waiver  or  exception 

language. 


V-53 


DEPARTMErrr  OF  THE  ARMY 

U.S.  ARUY  ENGINEEFI  DISTRICT,  ALASKA 

P.O.  BOX  S9S 

ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA  99506.0896 


«TTENT(ON  OF; 


MARCH  I  D  m» 


-2- 


Regulatory  Branch 
North  Section 


The  Corps  contact  for  NPR-A  coordination  is  Ms.  Mary  Weger, 
North  Section,  Regulatory  Branch,  (907)  753-2716,  FAX  (907)  753- 
5567,   Please  contact  me  if  you  have  questions  regarding  this 
matter. 


Sincerely, 


Mr.  Gene  Terland 
Project  Coordinator  -  NPR-A 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (930) 
222  West  7th  Avenue,  ttl3 
Anchorage,  Alaska   99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 


Don  M.  Kohier  ^ 
Acting  Branch  Chief 


Enclosure 


Enclosed  are  comments  from  the  Alaska  District  Corps  of 
Engineers'  (Corps)  review  of  the  Draft  Northeast  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alas)ca  (NPR-A)  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS) . 

m  suirmary,  the  Corps  has  determined  that  the  Draft  lAP/EIS 
is  not  adequate  to  meet  the  requirements  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  our  permitting  authorities 
should  a  particular  development  in  NPR-A  be  proposed  in  the 
future.   At  the  time  that  a  development  is  proposed, 
supplemental  analyses  would  be  required  to:    identify  specific 
Impacts  to  waters  of  the  U.S.,  including  wetlands;  identify  the 
type  and  value  of  wetlands  present  at  the  project  site;  to 
assess  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  for  each  project 
component;  and  to  assess  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project  on  a  site  specific  basis.   This  cannot  be 
accomplished  with  the  Draft  lAP/EIS,  as  this  docjiient  has  a 
specific  focus  regarding  oil  and  gas  leasing. 
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GENERAL  COMMENTS: 


1.   Stipulation  22  (Page  11-30):   Requires  avoidance  of 
disturbance  to  tundra  soils,  vegetation,  or  surface  hydrology  in 
goose-feeding  habitat  during  exploration  activities.   This 
stipulation  should  be  applied  to  all  exploration  activities 
within  the  entire  lease  area,  and  not  be  limited  to  only  goose- 
feeding  habitats. 


2.   Stipulation  27  (Page  11-30)  :   States  that  causeways,  doc}cs, 
artificial  gravel  islands,  and  bottom-founded  structures  may  be 
permitted  by  the  Authorized  Officer  (AO)  in  consultation  with 
the  North  Slope  Borough  (NSB) ,  but  ignores  the  regulatory 
authorities  of  other  state  and  federal  agencies  (Alaska 
Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Corps  of  Engineers,  Minerals 
Management  Service,  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service,  etc.)  for  such  activities.   Also,  this  stipulation 
acknowledges  that  such  activities  are  potential  developments, 
yet  the  Alpine  Development  scenario  chosen  as  a  representative 
development  throughout  the  planning  area  does  not  include  such 
activities.   This  shows  that  the  Alpine  scenario  is  too 
limiting.   The  EIS  scope  should  be  broadened  to  include  a 
variety  of  activities,  as  implied  by  stipulation  27.   The  Alpine 
Development  is  site  specific  to  the  conditions  present  at  its 
location;   it  is  not   appropriate  to  assume  that  any  proposed 
development  could  be  achieved  with  the  same  scenario  as  Alpine. 


3.   Stipulations  34  and  40  (Pages  11-31,  32):   Discuss 
sand/gravel  extraction,  yet  the  development  of  gravel  sites  is 
not  included  in  the  Alpine  Development  scenario.   The  locations 
of  potential  gravel  sources  should  be  identified  in  the  planning 
area  (i.e.,  where  suitable  gravel  quantities  are  available). 


4.   Stipulations  59  and  60  (Page  11-33):   Discusses  abandonment, 
and  that  the  sites  must  be  rehabilitated  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  AG,  in  consultation  with  ADF&G,  ADEC,  and  NSB.   These 
stipulations  should  include  consultation  with  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  (COE) ,  as  COE  permits  carry  a  similar  stipulation  that 
states  that  the  permittee  must  obtain  a  permit  modification  if 
they  wish  to  abandon  an  authorized  activity,  which  may  require 
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restoration  of  the  area.   Hence,  there  is  a  potential  for 
conflicting  abandonment  requirements  due  to  overlapping 
jurisdictions . 


5.   II. F. 5.  Future  Interrelationships  (Page  11-381:   The  section 
which  discusses  COE  permits  should  be  rewritten  to  include  the 
following  information  regarding  COE  authorities:   The  U.S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers  (COE)  has  authority  under  Section  404  of  the 
Clean  Water  Act  of  1977  (33  U.S.C.  1344)  for  the  discharge  of 
dredged  and/or  fill  material  into  waters  of  the  United  States, 
including  wetlands.   The  COE  has  authority  under  Section  10  of 
the  Rivers  and  Harbors  Act  of  1899  (33  U.S.C.  403)  to  require 
Departioent  of  the  Army  (DA)  permits  for  structures  or  work  in  or 
affecting  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States,  and  for  the 
construction  of  artificial  islands,  installations,  and  other 
devices  on  the  seabed  of  the  outer  continental  shelf  (OCS) , 
pursuant  to  section  4(f)  of  the  Outer  Continental  shelf  Lands 
Act,  as  amended.   On  lands  which  are  under  mineral  lease  from 
the  Minerals  Management  Service,  the  evaluation  of  the  proposed 
work  under  DA  jurisdiction  in  OCS  waters  will  be  limited  to  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  work  on  navigation  and  national  security. 
(33  CFR  322.5  (f)).   DA  permits  are  also  required   under  Section 
103  of  the  Marine  Protection,  Research,  and  Sanctuaries  Act  of 
1972  (33  "J.S.C.  1413)  for  the  transport  of  dredged  material  for 
the  purpose  of  dumping  it  into  ocean  waters. 


6.   Table  II. D. 2  (Pages  11-46,  49)  Vegetation  impacts:   This 
discussion  has  no  mention  of  how  many  acres  in  the  planning  area 
are  wetlands,  what  type  of  wetlands  are  in  the  planning  area, 
what  the  values  of  these  wetlands  are,  or  what  the  potential 
impacts  to  wetlands  could  be.   Nor  do  the  sections  which  discuss 
the  Affected  Environment  (Section  III)  and  Environmental 
Consequences  (Section  IV)  in  the  document  have  any  mention  of 
the  extensive  presence  of  wetlands,  the  types  of  v;etlands,  t)ie 
values  of  these  wetlands,  or  the  potential  impacts  to  wetlands  — 
in  the  planning  area.   This  omission  fails  to  acknowledge  the 
magnitude  of  involvement  that  the  COE' s  Section  404  regulatory 
authority  will  have  on  any  proposed  development  that  may  occur 
in  the  planning  area.   In  fact,  the  document  generally  does  not 
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acknowledge  the  overlapping  jurisdictions  of  other  state  and 
federal  agencies,  and  implies  that  the  AO  has  all-enconipassing 
authority  over  the  planning  area.   This  may  be  true  in  terms  of 
leasing,  however,  the  jurisdiction  of  other  regulatory 
authorities  should  not  be  ignored.  


7.   Figure  III. C. 7-2  (Page  III-C-57):   Shows  the  existing  North 
Slope  pipeline  network  and  the  proposed  Badami  pipeline, 
although  it  is  not  labeled  and  there  is  no  key  which  identifies 
proposed  pipelines-   This  figure  should  be  revised  to  include 
the  proposed  Alpine,  Tarn,  Northstar,  and  Liberty  pipelines. 
Also,  the  Badami  pipeline  and  these  other  proposed  pipelines 
should  be  labeled,  and  a  key  should  be  included  which  identifies 
proposed  pipelines  on  the  figure  (dashed  line) .  


9.   IV.  Effects,  A.5.g.  (Page  IV-A-41,  44);   Same  comment  as  in 
ife  above;  should  add  sections  h  and  i  and  discuss  alternative 
natural  gas  transportation  systems  in  addition  to  TAGS.      


10.   Page  IV-B-3  (righL  coluimi,  I 
State  that  Stipulation  20j,  which 
of  12"  and  an  average  snow  depth  o 
may  begin,  is  insufficient  to  miti 
cover,  and  that  10"  of  snow  cover 
protection  of  the     vegetation. 
Stipulation  20j  included  if  it  fal 
.purpose?   If  10"  of  snovj  cover  is 
mitigation,  that's  what  should  be 


8.   Page  IV-A.-7,  (b)  Natural  Gas  (left  column);   In  addition  to 
the  discussion  of  the  TAGS  natural  gas  transportation  system,  a 
discussion  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
(ANGTS)  (for  which  state  and  federal  leases  and  some  permits  are 
held) ,  as  well  as  gas-to-liquids  technology  should  be  included 
as  alternatives  to  TAGS. 
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■  para.,  last  two  sentences): 
requires  a  minimum  frost  depth 
f  6"  before  ground  operations 
gate  damage  to  vegetative 
is  necessary  for  effective 

If  this  is  true,  why  is 
Is  to  serve  its  intended 

necessary  for  effective 
required  in  Stipulation  20j . 


11.   Pages  IV-B-14  (left  column,  3'"  para.):   Reference  to  Table 

II .D. 3. 

IV-C-33  (right  column,  2'"'   line)  :   "   TABLE  DOES  NOT  EXIST! 

IV-D-n  (right  column,  4'''  para.);  "  "(Should  be  Table  IV.A.l.a- 

D? 

IV-E-13  (left  column,  2"'  para.):   "  "  ". 


010 


oil 


012 


013 


12.   Pages  IV-B-15  (right  column,  11 .Economy, a .) ;   Reference  to 

Table  II.H.B.b 

IV-C-19  (left  column,  3"'  S  4'^  lines)  :   "  TABLE  DOES  NOT  EXISTI 

IV-C-42  (left  column,  11.  Economy, a.):   "  " 

IV-D-13  (left  column,  "  "  "):   "  " 

IV-E-14  (right  column,  "  "  ") :   "  ". 
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13.   Section  IV  of  the  document  has  entirely  too  much  repetition 
of  information  between  alternatives.   Say  it  once  and  reference 
the  previously  stated  information;  otherwise  the  reader  is 
overwhelmed  by  the  redundancy. 


014 


14.   Section  IV  -  Effects  of  Alternatives:   The  inclusion  of 
Summary,  Conclusion,  and  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations 
subsections  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction  in  making  the 
document  more  ^'reader-friendly,"  however,  the  overwhelming 
redundancy  masks  this  effort. 


15.   The  Draft  lAP/EIS  for  NPR-A  is  not  adequate  to  meet  COE 
NEPA  responsibilities  for  any  particular  development  scenario 
because  much  more  site  specific  information  is  required  for  the 
Corps'  permitting  evaluation.   It  is  understood  that  much  of 
this  Information  is  not  available  until  an  actual  development 
proposal  is  made.   The  alternatives  discussed  in  this  document 
pertain  specifically  to  leasing  of  the  NPR-A.   The  docu-tient  may 
be  adequate  to  support  the  broad  land  management  decision  of 
whether  or  not  to  allow  leasing  in  the  planning  area,  however, 
substantial  supplemental  analyses  which  address:   specific 
impacts  to  waters  of  the  U.S.,  including  wetlands;  the  type  and 
value  of  wetlands  present  at  the  project  site;  a  range  of 
reasonable  alternatives  for  each  project  component;  and  the 
potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  a 
site  specific  basis  would  be  necessary  to  satisfy  NEPA 
requirements  for  COE  permitting  responsibilities. 
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EDITING  ERRORS: 

1.  Page  II-3B,  (right  coluian,  4'"''"'  para.}: 
issues  NPDES  permits  "require"  by  the  CWA 
"required"  (d  missing) 


Typo  -  The  USEPA 
should  be 


2.  Page  11-60,  (Table  II. D. 2,  Economy,  Alt.  C,  First  Sale, 
mid-para.):   Repeats  "For  activity  other  than  oil  and  gas 

would  have  no  effect,  Should  read  "  For  oil  and  Gas 

exploration  and  development  activities,  production  in 
Alternative  C  is  projected  to  generate  " 

3.  Page  11-61  (Table  II. D. 2,  Economy,  Alt.  E,  First  Sale): 
First  sentence  references  Alternative  A  not  E,  and  deviates 
from  employment  equivalence  (1  person  working  6  months  per 
year) ,  where  same  criteria  is  equivalent  to  1  person 
worjcing  3  rrLonths  per  year  in  Alts.  B-D.   Also,  mid- 
paragraph  "for  oil  and  gas  production  "  Alternative  E  is 

written  twice  redundantly.   Under  the  Cumulative  Case,  last 
sentence,  statement  regarding  severance  tax  of  $1.5  to  $5 
is  missing  the  word  million  after  the  $5. 

4.  Page  11-62  (Table  II. D. 2,  Cultural  Resources,  Alt.  C, 
Multiple  Sales,  last  sentence) :   Typo  -  "rought"  -  should 
read  roughly.   Also,  impacts  would  increase  20  percent 
compared  to  Alt.  B  -  should  this  be  200  percent,  as  Alt.  D 
states  300  percent,  and  Alt.  E  states  400  percent? 

5.  Page  11-63  (Table  II. D. 2,  Cultural  Resources,  Alt.  E, 
First  Sale,  4'"  line)  :   Typo  -  "wouldl"  -  should  be  "would" 
(extra  1) . 

6.  Page  11-69  (Table  II. D. 2,  Coastal  Zone  Management, 
Cumulative  Case,  4'"''-  line)  :   Typo  -  "Alternative  I"  -  should 
be  Alternative  E. 

7.  Page  11-70  (Table  II. D. 2,  Recreation  1  Visual 
Resources,  Alt.  A,  ^'"^  line):   Typo  -  ^*gad"  -  should  be 
"gas" . 
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8.  Page  11-71  (Table  II. D. 2,  Recreation 
Resources,  Alt.  E,  first  Sale,  line  14); 
between  "a  and  1,400  acre..  . " 


&  Visual 

■  Typo  -  need  space 
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9.  Page  III-A-2  (left  column.  Coal  Resources,  line  7) : 
Typo  -  "hick"  -  should  be  "thick."  Also,  2"^  paragraph, 
line  3:   Typo  -  "reserved"  -  should  be  "reserves." 

10.  Page  III-A-10  (left  column,  1)  The  El  lesmerian"J_" 
Petroleum  System) :   Typo  -  Exclamation  point  intended  after 
"Ellesmerian! "  ia  title?  Also,  second  paragraph  has  same  I 
notation  after  Ellesmerian. 

11.  Page  IV-A-7  (right  column,  1"'  para.,  (a)  Past 
Experience,  last  sentence)  :   Insert  ^^_^"  after  perhaps  and 
"most"  after  inserted  comna  and  before  important. 

12.  IV-A-37  (right  column,  last  sentence,  2™  para,  from 
bottom) :   Typo  -  "outs"  -  should  be  "out" . 

13.  IV-A-3g  (right  column,  last  sentence,  2""  para,  from 
bottoro) :   Two  typos  -  "alaska"  -  should  be    "Alaska";   Also, 
"ieas_"  sales  -  should  be  "lease"  sales. 

14.  IV-E-2,  3  (right  column,  2'''  para,  from  bottom  on  page 
E-2;  left  column,  last  sentence  of  continuation  para,  at 
top  of  page  E-3) :   Impacts  to  paleontological  resources 
under  Alt.  D  for  Multiple  Sales  says  could  increase  by  "30" 
percent  on  Page  E-2  and  "30O"  percent  on  Page  E-3;  which  is 
correct? 

15.  IV-E-5  (right  column,  6.  Vegetation  para.,  line  7): 
Typo  -  states  Alt.  "C"  incorrectly,  -   should  be  Alt.  "D". 

16.  IV-E-10  (right  column,  Conciusion-Flrsr  Sale,  line  2); 
Typo  -  Activities  other  than  oil  and  gas  are  expected  to 
increase  somewhat  under  Alt.  D  "a"  compared  to  Alt.  A  - 
should  be  "as"  (missing  s) . 


17.  IV-E-19  (left  column,  (2)  Fish,  (a). 
Seismic  surveys  associated  with  Alt.  "E" 
"D"  . 


line  16) :   Typo  - 
..  -  should  be  Alt . 
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18.  IV-F-2  (left  column,  Conclusion-Multiple  Sales,  line 
2) :   Typo  ~  "sirailarto"  -  should  be  "similar  to"  (insert 
space) . 

19.  IV-F-7  {left  column,  7.  Fish  Resources,  b.,  line  13) : 
Typo  -  references  Alt."C"  as  compared  to  Alt.  B  -  should  be 
Alt.  "E". 

20.  lV-E-20  (left  column,  (d)  ,  3"'  para..  Multiple  Sales, 
line  2) :   Typo  -  "inmcrease"  -  should  be  "increase"  (delete 
m). 

21.  IV-G-1  (left  coluii\i:i,  G.  Effects  of  the  Cumulative 
Case,  line  2) :   Typo  -  "withexploitation"  -  should  be  "with 
exploitation"  (insert  space) . 


1334-001 

The  Corps  is  correct  in  their  determination.  The  purpose  of  this  EIS  is  twofold:  (1)  to  identify  what 
protection  and  enhanced  management  will  be  implemented  for  surface  resources  within  the  planning  area, 
and  (2)  to  decide  if  the  BLM  will  conduct  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  within  the  planning  area;  and  if  so,  what 
lands  will  be  made  available  for  leasing  (see  Sec.  I.A).  With  these  dual  purposes  in  mind,  the  EIS  provides  a 
framework  for  future  analysis.  The  analysis  is  adequate  for  oil  and  gas  lease  sales.  Any  further 
development,  including  an  exploratory  drilling  program,  or  the  construction  of  the  infrastructure  necessary 
for  development  of  an  oil  discovery,  would  require  further  NEPA  analysis.  The  additional  analysis  would  be 
016  based  on  specific  and  detailed  information  about  where,  what  kind  of  activity  that  would  occur,  and  would 

the  activity  result  in  the  appropriate  NEPA  documentation  for  specific  projects. 

To  meet  the  requirements  of  Section  404,  the  Clean  Water  Act,  any  future  NEPA  document  would  describe 
the  project's  components,  identify  the  type  and  amount  of  wetlands;  identify  other  waters  affected  by  each 
alternative;  describe  anticipated  impacts;  and  discuss  mitigating  measures  that  could  minimize  impacts  to 
these  resources.  A  list  of  permits  and  approvals  likely  to  be  required  for  any  oil  and  gas  operation  is 
included  in  the  lAP/EIS  (Table  II.F.  1). 

1334-002 

Stipulation  70  (Alternative  A-E),  now  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  67,  requires  that  all  activities  be 
conducted  to  avoid  or  minimize  disturbance  to  vegetation.  Stipulation  22  (Alternatives  A-E)  was  specific  to 
the  exploratory  activities  within  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  and  has  been  deleted  from  the  Preferred 
Alternative  stipulations,  because  exploratory  activities  are  not  allowed  in  this  area  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (Sec.  II.C.I). 


1334-003 

Expanded  consultation  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  30  regarding  causeways,  docks, 
artificial  islands,  and  bottom-founded  structures. 

1334-004 

Stipulation  27  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  30  address  development  likely  to  be 
associated  with  coastal  support  facilities.  Developments  such  as  marine  docking  or  staging  areas  could 
impact  the  marine  environment.  Seawater-treatment  plants  also  could  fall  under  the  design  and  monitoring 
guidelines  discussed  in  this  stipulation.  As  discussed  in  more  detail  (please  see  Responses  1652-031,  1660- 
081,  1664-01 1),  Alpine  is  used  only  as  a  representative  design  for  current  and  foreseeable  North  Slope 
projects.  As  stated  in  Section  FV.A.  I  .b(l),  "Future  petroleum  projects  in  the  NPR-A  are  likely  to  encounter 
unique  geologic  and  environmental  conditions  that  will  require  site-specific  engineering  strategies." 

1334-005 

The  purpose  of  the  LAP/EIS  is  to  analyze  reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenarios  for  future 
activities  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  A  detailed  review  of  the  Alpine  development  project  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  discussion  in  this  lAP/EIS.  Coordinated  investigations  to  identify  gravel  sources  in  the  NPR-A 
have  yet  to  be  conducted.  However,  the  BLM  believes  these  investiga-tions  will  be  done  if  discoveries  are 
made  in  the  sale  area.  Reconnaissance  mapping  of  surficial  deposits  is  in  numerous  studies  published  by  the 
USGS,  and  citations  to  these  studies  will  be  included  in  the  final  version  of  the  lAP/EIS. 

1334-006a 

Expanded  consultation  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  58  regarding  abandonment  and 
rehabilitation.  Stipulation  60  (Alternatives  A-E),  specific  to  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA,  was  deleted  given 
that  no  leasing  and  no  oil  and  gas  facilities  will  be  authorized  in  this  area  under  the  Prefeired  Alternative. 

1334-006b 

Section  II.F.5  has  been  revised  to  address  COE  permitting  authority  relevant  to  development  in  the  planning 
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1334-007 

Please  see  Response  1334-001. 

1334-008 

Please  refer  to  Section  II. F  and  Table  11. F.  1  for  a  discussion  of  the  management  responsibilities,  the 
authorities  of  various  Federal  and  State  agencies,  and  the  NSB  for  permits  and  approvals. 

1334-009 

Figures  III. C. 7-2  and  IV. A. 5-1  have  been  amended  so  that  the  proposed  Badami,  Tarn,  Liberty,  and  Alpine 
pipelines  arc  labeled  and  general  locations  indicated.  The  Northstar  pipeline  route  is  generalized  as  a  specific 
route  for  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  specific  route  has  not  yet  been  permitted  or  decided  upon;  three 
different  routes  are  under  consideration.   Although  the  Liberty  pipeline  has  not  yet  been  permitted,  one  route 
is  under  consideration. 

1334-010 

The  purpose  of  Section  IV. A.  1  .b  ( 1  )(b).  Natural  Gas,  is  to  present  an  overview  of  the  North  Slope  gas 
situation,  and  explain  why  the  reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenario  for  the  NPR-A  does  not 
include  natural  gas  production.  The  decision  is  based  on  the  following:  (1)  currently,  there  is  no 
transportation  system  to  handle  the  production  of  North  Slope  gas;  (2)  none  of  the  systems  that  have  been 
studied  are  economically  viable  under  current  price  and  marketing  conditions;  (3)  when  a  gas  transportation 
system  is  constructed,  there  are  ample  proven  gas  reserves  to  fill  the  system  for  decades;  and  (4)  exploration 
and  development  targeting  undiscovered  resources  is  unlikely  until  excess  capacity  occurs  in  the  existing 
system.  The  possibility  of  new  technologies,  gas-to-liquid  (GTL),  for  gas  transportation  is  discussed  in  this 
section;  however,  this  technology  is  unproven  at  the  scales  required  for  North  Slope  gas  production.  Proven 
reserves  are  approaching  35  trillion  cubic  feet.    An  evaluation  of  the  future  gas-transportation  systems  from 
the  North  Slope  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  lAP/ElS.  This  EIS  deals  specifically  with  foreseeable  activities 
in  the  NPR-A. 


1334-012 

The  text  in  Section  IV.B.4  has  been  rewritten  to  clarify  that  different  tundra  vegetation  types  require 
differing  snow  depths  to  ensure  protecdon.  The  6  inch  criterion  for  snow  depth  in  Stipulation  20j 
(Alternatives  A-E;  Preferred  Alternative  24i)  is  a  compromise  between  maximizing  protection,  but  it  still 
allows  seismic  work  to  occur. 

1334-013 

Editorial  changes  suggested  by  the  commenter  have  been  made  where  appropriate. 

1334-014 

Various  means  of  presenting  the  information  in  Section  IV  were  examined.  We  tried  to  strike  a  balance 
between  repetition  and  readability  without  flipping  to  previous  sections  in  order  to  comprehend  what  is 
being  said. 

1334-015 

Please  see  Response  1334-001. 

1334-016 

Editorial  changes  suggested  by  the  commenter  have  been  made  where  appropriate. 


1334-011 

The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  (ANGTS)  is  one  of  several  options  that  someday  might  bring 
North  Slope  gas  to  market.  Historically,  market  conditions  and  resource-owner  interests  have  delayed 
construction  of  a  gas-transportation  pipeline.  However,  Alaska  is  moving  towards  legislation  that  would 
enable  special  financial  terms  regarding  tax  burdens  and  stimulate  interest  in  the  construction  of  a  major  gas 
line.  The  State's  tax-relief  efforts  are  focused  on  the  Trans-Alaska  Gas  System  (TAGS).  Resource  owners 
are  seriously  considering  TAGS  as  the  primary  gas-transportation  system.  Even  so,  TAGS  has  major 
obstacles  to  overcome  before  any  construction  occurs. 

Of  all  the  gas-transport  systems  under  consideration,  the  TAGS  would  require  the  greater  degree  of 
transportation-related  construction.  Unlike  the  alternate  ANGTS,  TAGS  would  be  constructed  entirely 
inside  Alaska  and  most  likely  follow  the  existing  pipeline  route.  The  TAGS  would  require  a  gas-liquefaction 
plant  at  tidewater  as  well  as  a  fleet  of  dedicated  LNG  tankers.  The  ANGTS  route  would  separate  from  the 
existing  TAPS  corridor  in  interior  Alaska,  follow  the  Alaska  Highway  corridor  into  Canada,  and  eventually 
join  the  Canadian  gas-pipeline  network.  Another  method  of  moving  North  Slope  gas  to  market  would  be  to 
convert  produced  gas  into  stable  liquids  and  add  them  into  the  TAPS  crude-oil  stream.  The  gas  liquids 
would  be  shipped  with  the  crude  to  different  ports  of  destination.  This  developing  GTL  technology  could 
eliminate  the  need  for  a  new  gas  pipeline.  The  cumulative  case  analysis  focuses  on  the  gas  transport  system 
(TAGS)  that  is  the  most  likely  to  be  constructed.  Coincidently,  the  TAGS  is  the  greater  agent  of  potenria! 
environment  effects,  particularly  within  Alaska.  Therefore,  the  overall  cumulative-case  analysis  of  potential 
gas-transportation  systems  will  not  understate  potential  impacts.  For  the  authors  review  and  consideration,  a 
discussion  of  the  ANGTS  and  GTL  systems  have  been  included  in  Table  rV.A.5-lb. 

For  an  additional  discussion  on  this  subject,  please  see  Response  1334-010. 
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Alaska  State  Legislature 


Official  Business 
Fax:  (907)  465-3472 


March  5,  1998 


Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives 


Slate  Capitol 
Juneau.  AK  99801-118 
(907)  465-377.0 
(907)  463-2689 


Mr.  Gene  Tcrland,  NPR-A  Projeet  Coortlinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Ala.ska  Slate  Office 
222  West  7"'  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513 

Dear  Mr.  Terlaxid, 

This  letter  is  to  support  Alternative  E  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Slatcracnl  for  the  NPR- 
A  Northeast  Comer.  The  NPR-A  was  originally  established  as  an  oil  reserve,  therefore,  all  BLM 
lands  in  Ihis  areas  should  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  lea.sing. 

Alternative  A  through  D  do  not  allow  access  to  the  critical  Barrow  Arch,  the  area  with  the 
greatest  potential  for  hydrocarbon  discovery.  Unless  this  access  is  granted,  we  fear  that  interest 
in  the  upcoming  NPR-A  lease  sale  will  wane. 

We  believe  that  technological  and  operational  advances  in  the  exploration,  production,  and 
transportation  of  hydrocarbons  in  the  arctic,  as  proven  over  the  last  20  years,  will  allow  operators 
to  meet  Alaskans'  high  standards  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  and  habitat. 

Aitemalive  E  allows  for  the  highest  .ind  best  use  of  the  NPR-A.  Thank  you  for  considering  these 
comments. 

Sincerely, 


C^^j^^ 


Rq)re.sentativc  Gail  Philips 
SPEAKER  OF  THE  HOUSE 

GP:brg 


Doreen  Lampe 
1920  Takpuk  St. 
Barrow,  AK  99723 
dlampelS^co.north-slopc.ak.us 
Barrow  Restoration  Advisory  Board 


Long  term  funding  for  immediate  clean  up  of  facilities,  once  they  are 

nu  longer  productive  to  the  profit  making  organizations, 

Afler  witnessing  the  Air  Force  and  Navy  in  the  Dew  Line  operations.  I 

would  like  to  .see  the  NPRA  acitivilics  and  operations 

cleaned  up  in  a  more  timely  fashion.  Most  of  all  1  would  like  to  .lee 

funding  for  the  rehabilalion  of  all  the  sites  set  aside  in  advance. 

Waiting  for  the  funding  to  rehabilatate  industrial  sites  take  loo  long. 

With  all  the  money  the  State  is  making,  the  State  hardly 

invest  any  transportation  needs  we  have  on  the  Monh  Slope.  So  1  would 

at  least  like  to  see  the  money  set  aside  to  be  on  hand 

for  immediate  rehabilalion  of  NPRA  sites  that  prove  to  he 

non-productive.  Any  other  money  made  from  lease  sales,  should  go 

directly  to  help  with  the  education  of  the  children  of  the  North  Slope 

Borough.  The  State  needs  to  look  at  Classroom  additions  in 

all  of  our  villages.  The  high  school  students,  need  to  be  scperatcd 

from  junior  high,  and  elementary  levels.  Where  does  all  the 

money  go  that  the  State  makes  off  of  all  the  Lease  sales  from  the  North 

Slope?  WHERE????  We  need  the  State  to  evaluate 

how  much  money  have  they  made  off  the  Nonh  Slope,  Versus  How  much 

money  have  they  acUmlly  spend  on  education  in  the 

North  Slope?  Why  has  it  taken  so  long  to  clean  up  our  lands  during  the 

Dew  Line  era?  Umial  is  one  of  the  worst  sites  in  the 

North  Slope,  that  has  industrial  contamination.  Where  arc  you  when  we 

need  you?  lake  TAKE  TAKE,  from  the  North  SLope! 

When  are  you  going  to  be  responsible  and  clean  up  what  you  lake,  and 

give  something  in  return? 


001 


It  is  OK  to  release  my  name  and  street  address  to  the  public  with  these 

comments. 

Yes,  I  want  to  be  added  to  the  BLM's  NPR-A  mailing  list. 

Entered  on:  3,'9/98 

1398-001 

The  BLM  has  mandatory  bonding  regulations  in  place  for  any  geophysical  exploration 

work  (43  CFR  3154.1)  and  lease  development  work  (43  CFR  3134.1  and  other  citations 

noted  therein).  There  is  no  regulatory  provision  for  waiving  such  bonding  requirements 

under  any  circumstances.  Further,  the  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

requires  that  an  additional  mandatory  bond  be  posted  with  them  for  any  oil  and  gas  well 

drilled. 

For  a  company  to  obtain  a  lease,  bonding  requirements  must  be  met  so  that  the  funds  are 
available  for  the  cleanup  of  any  activity,  should  the  company  fail  to  do  so  upon 
abandoning  that  activity.  Money  made  from  lease  sales  will  be  distributed  in 
accordance  with  existing  laws  (42  U.S.C.  §  6508).  Please  also  see  Response  1669-017. 
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Richard  Wood 

MP  1 1 1  Glenn  Hwy.  HC03  Bx  8487 

Palmer,  Ak  99645 

psrpwfqJuaa. alaska.edu 

self 

Dear  Mr.  Terland  and  the  NPR-A  Planning  team: 

I  wish  to  comment  brietly  on  the  use  stipulations  for  exploration  in 
the  USNPR.  Although  1  am  not  an  expert  in  the  biological  sciences 
involved  here,  T  hope  you  can  hear  and  consider  my  words. 

There  are  many  new  insights  daily  as  to  the  importance  each  species 
brings  to  the  overall  scheme  of  the  earth's  life  system.  From  bacteria 
to  plantlife,  from  protozoa  to  humans,  the  complexity  of  evolutionary 
movement  and  nuance  of  chance  are  far  greater  than  the  cumulative  human 
experience  can  fathom.  Therefore,  I  believe  that  extreme  care  should  be 
taken  with  such  fragile,  slow-recovering  areas  as  the  Nortli  Coast  and 
its  indigenous  animalia.  Remember  that  your  stewardship  decisions  are 
affective  for  all  time. 

In  that  light,  1  feel  these  points  bear  further  scrutiny. 

Road  construction  and  heavy  maintence  executed  only  at  non-  critical 
times  relative  to  the  wildlife  clock. 


Design  air  transport  system  so  as  to  minimize  impact  to  area  wildlife. 


Expand  no-tly  zones  to  five  kilometers  from  molting  lakes  and  calving 
areas  during  critical  times  for  helio-  and  winged  aircraft.  


Road  setbacks  are  quite  minimal-even  if  the  speed  limits  are  observed. 
Expanding  the  setback  requirements  does  not  appear  to  involve 
tremendous  expense  relative  to  the  probable  benefit  to  the  wateifowl 
populations. 


Insure  quality  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  these  reqmts. 

A  checks  and  balance  system  in  place  regarding  site-specific  waivers 
for  any  activities  in  restricted  areas. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  offer  feedback  on  your  work. 

Regards,  Richard  Wood  HC03  Bx  8487  Palmer.  Ak.  99645 

It  is  OK  to  relea.se  my  name  and  street  address  to  the  public  with  these 
cormnents. 

Entered  on:  3/5,/98 
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1411-001 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  allow  construction  of  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities 
including  roads  in  wildlife  sensitive  areas  near  Teshekpuk  Lake  (see  Fig.  II.C.  1  -6). 
Additionally,  no  surface-occupancy  limitations  are  mandated  in  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulation  39  to  protect  all  major  river  corridors  that  provide  essential  habitat  for  many 
wildlife  species.  Because  of  the  many  environmental  limitations  imposed  by  BLM,  and 
similar  mitigation  measures  used  on  State  lands  to  protect  vegetation,  water  quality,  fish, 
wildlife  and  other  surface  resources,  the  oil  and  gas  industry  on  the  North  Slope  currently 
conducts,  and  we  believe  will  continue  to  conduct,  most  major  construction  activities  in 
the  winter  months. 

1411-002 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  52  through  57. 

1411-003 

In  areas  that  are  available  for  leasing,  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  allow 
construction  of  any  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  the  sensitive  goose-molting  area 
surrounding  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Moreover,  permanent  roads  are  strictly  limited  by  the 
Preferred  Alternative  and  stipulations  (see  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48).  Setbacks 
around  many  waterbodies  that  provide  habitat  for  waterfowl  have  been  expanded  in 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39. 

1411-004 

Researching,  monitoring,  and  enforcing  permit  stipulations/requirements  are  all  key  in  not 
only  ensuring  comphance,  but  also  in  increasing  our  knowledge  base  (See  Section  II.F.7). 
Please  also  see  Response  1 194-010  . 
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Febniary  !7,  1998 


X)n^n 


DEPARTMENT    OF 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE 


Mr.  Bruce  Babbitt 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Secretary  Babbitt: 

The  Pacific  Flyway  Council  wishes  to  express  serious  concerns  regarding  the 
potential  leasing  of  certmn  portions  of  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Resen^e-AJaska  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development. 
Several  of  the  lease  sale  area  alternatives  under  consideration  include  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  a  region  of  unique  lakes  and  meadows  that  serves 
as  a  secure,  traditional  molting  site  for  up  to  68,000  geese,  including  Pacific  brant 
from  Canada,  Russia  and  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta.  Eventual  development 
of  oil  and  gas  fields  with  associated  structures  and  disturbance  in  or  near  this  area 
could  have  significant,  long-term  impacts  on  unique  habitats  used  by  geese,  and 
the  condition  and  survival  of  molt-stressed  brant.  The  Council  raised  these  same 
concerns  when  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  was  proposed  for  leasing  in  the 
mid-1980s. 


Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 
February  9,  1998 
Page  2 


3.  The  Pacific  Flyway  Council  also  recoriimcnds  that  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Special  Area  be  given  permanent  protection  from  fijture  development  by 
Secretarial  designation. 


The  Pacific  Flyway  Council  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  basic  input  to 
the  draft  EIS  and  will  be  following  the  concerns  of  the  1 1  western  states 
throughout  the  ELS  process. 


003 


Sincerely, 


Jim  Greer 

Chairman,  Pacific  Flyway  Council 


BLM  State  Direct  or- Alaska 

Director,  USFWS 

Pacific  Flyway  Council  Members 


Given  the  unique  ecological  features  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  that  sustain  up 
to  22%  of  the  Pacific  brant  population  and  other  waterfowl,  and  the  national  and 
international  public  interest  in  the  resources  of  the  NPR-A,  the  Council  provides 
the  following  specific  recommendations: 

1.  The  Draft  LIS  should  specifically  recognize  the  broad  interests  of 
stakeholders  from  other  states,  Arctic  Canada,  Russia,  and  Mexico  in  the 
migratory  bird  resources  of  the  Northeast  Planning  Area,  and  assess  the  potential 
impacts  of  leasing  and  development  on  those  interests. 

2.  The  sensitive  goose  molting  area  should  not  be  offered  for  leasing;  it  should 
not  be  open  to  construction  of  roads,  pipelines,  or  other  facilities;  and  seasonal 
human  activity  should  restricted,  as  necessary,  to  preserve  the  security  of  molting 
geese  from  disturbance  and  stress. 
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1450-001 

Statements  indicating  the  expansive  range  of  birds  using  the  planning  area,  the  types  of  stakeholders  having 
interests  in  these  birds,  and  some  iinpMcations  of  international  agreements  concerning  conservation  and 
management  of  birds  have  been  incorporated  into  Section  1I1.B.4.  Although  a  statement  has  been  added  to 
Alternative  B  (Sec,  rV.C.8.b(5))  regarding  this  topic,  an  assessment  of  potential  impacts  of  leasing  and 
development  on  stakeholder  interests  would  be  difficult  at  this  time.  This  is  because  of  a  lack  of  pertinent 
data  on  the  use  of  the  different  species  by  specific  user  groups,  and  the  correlation  between  bird  losses  on  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  and  decreased  numbers  in  migration  and  wintering  areas.  Regarding  molting  geese,  the 

Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  is  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  Alternatives  A  through  D  and  the  '^"'^  ^'"^  °'^"'' 

Preferred  Alternative.  This  suggests  that  potential  effects  from  this  activity  would  not  be  large  enough  to 
significantly  affect  their  use  by  local  or  distant  user  groups.  The  conduct  of  other  activities  when  molting 
geese  are  present  would  be  governed  by  stipulations  that  would  prevent  most  disturbances.  For  example,  if 
developinent  proceeds  (as  stated  in  Alternative  E)  to  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  this  area,  stipulations 
governing  activities  during  the  period  when  molting  geese  are  present  would  prevent  most  disturbances  and 
most  of  the  substantial  effects  that  could  affect  their  availability  to  user  groups  outside  the  NPR-A  area. 
Likewise,  a  buffer  specifying  no  surface  occupancy  is  designated  along  critical  portions  of  the  Colville  River 
to  decrease  access  to  the  river  and  potential  disturbance  of  raptors.  The  BLM  does  not  expect  population- 
level  effects  on  shorebirds  or  passerines  to  result  froin  the  relatively  small  areas  occupied  either  by  oil  and 
gas  activity  or  other  activities.  Therefore,  the  impacts  on  stakeholders  with  interests  in  these  groups  is 
expected  to  be  negligible. 

1450-002 

Please  refer  to  the  preferred  alternative. 

1450-003 

Please  refer  to  Section  II.G  for  a  discussion  on  why  permanent  protection  by  Secretarial  designation  was  not 
considered.  Also,  please  see  Response  I85l-0.'i8. 
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UNfTED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  10 

1200  Sixth  Avenue 
Seattle,  Washington  981 Q1 


1652 


March  10,  1998 


Reply  To 

Aim  Of,     ECO-088 


Gene  Terland 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Alaska  Stale  Office 

222  W,  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr  Terland: 


Ref:  97-013-BLM 


The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  completed  it's  review  of  the  drafl 
Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  for  the  \orthcasl  National 
Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  in  accordance  with  our  authorities  and  responsibilities  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  The  draft  EIS 
evaluates  five  alternatives  presently  being  considered  as  management  options  for  approximately 
4.6  million  acres  of  land  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Mangement  (BLM)  in  the  northeast 
portion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  (NPR-A).  The  draft  EIS  does  not  identify  a 
preferred  alternative. 

Based  on  our  review  and  evaluation  of  the  draft  lAP/EIS,  we  have  assigned  the  following 
ratings  based  on  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  each  of  the  alternatives  and  the  adequacy 
of  the  impact  statement  in  evaluating  and  disclosing  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives: 


Al.TRRNATTVE 

Rating 

A  (No  leasing  in  planning  area) 

LO(LackofObjeclions) 

B  (Leasing  available  in  roughly  50%  of  planning  area) 

EC-2  (Environmental  Cuncems  -  InsufTicicnt  Infonnation) 

C  (I.easing  available  in  roughly  75%  of  planning  area) 

EC-2  (Environmental  Concerns  -  InsufTicicnl  Informa(ion) 

D  (I-easing  available  in  roughly  90%  of  planning  area) 

EO-2  (EmTTonmenta]  Objections  -Insufllcicnt  Informalion) 

E  (Leasing  available  in  enlire  planning  area) 

EO-2  (Environmental  Objecliuns  -InsufTicient  Informalion) 

EP.A  has  no  objections  with  Alternative  A,  as  it  would  result  in  the  planning  area 
remaining  closed  to  potential  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  and  no  major  evironmental 
impacts  would  be  expected.  We  have  environmental  concerns  with  Alternatives  B  and  C,  as  they 
would  result  in  the  opening  of  roughly  50  and  75  percent  of  the  planning  area  to  potential 
exploration  and  production,  with  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  in  the 
open  portion  of  the  planning  area.  We  have  environmental  objections  to  Alternatives  D  and  E,  in 
that  they  would  result  in  the  opening  of  90  percent  and  100  percent  of  the  planning  area  to 


potential  exploration  and  development,  with  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts 
resulting  throughout  the  planning  area  (particularly  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Watershed)    We 
believe  that  additional  information  is  needed  in  the  EIS  to  understand  the  technical  bases  for 
stipulations  proposed  to  protect  resources  within  the  planning  area  and  how  they  would  be 
implemented  to  ensure  that  those  resources  would  be  protected.  Wc  also  believe  that  the  EIS 
should  provide  additional  information  related  to  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  other  permitting 
agencies  in  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  within  the  planning  area. 

A  summary  of  our  comments  and  an  overall  rating  of  EO-2  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register .  We  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  rating  system  used  in  conducting  our  review 
for  your  reference. 

The  issues/concerns  that  we  believe  should  be  addressed  in  the  final  EIS  are  discussed  in 
greater  detail  in  the  enclosure  to  this  letter. 

We  are  interested  in  working  closely  with  the  BLM  in  successfully  resolving  the  issues  we 
have  identified  prior  to  the  issuance  of  the  final  EIS    I  urge  you  to  contact  Bill  Ryan  of  my  staff 
at  (205)  553-8561  or  Ted  Rockwell  in  our  Anchorage  office  (907-271-3689)  at  your  earliest 
opportunity  to  discuss  our  comments  and  how  they  might  best  be  addressed  in  the  final  EIS  for 
the  project. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  draft  lAP/ElS. 

Sincerely, 


Richard  B.  Parkin,  Manager 
Geographic  Implementation  Unit 


Enclosures 


MaryWeger,  US  ACOE 
Philip  Martin,  IJSFWS 
Jeanne  Hanson,  NMFS 
Jack  Winters,  ADF&G 
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EPA  Comments  on  the 

Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 

for  the 

Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaslia 


Need  for  Action/National  Energy  Needs 

Section  I  of  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ElS)  suggests  that  leasing  within 
the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alasica  (NPR-A)  is  being  considered  at  this  time  due  to  increased 
interest  by  the  oil  industry  as  their  infrastructure  has  come  closer  to  the  Reserve's  boundary.  The 
draft  EIS  also  states  that  NPR-A  is  to  be  developed  "in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  total  energy 
needs  of  the  Nation,"  as  specified  in  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  (NPRPA)  of 
1976,  Acknowledging  the  current  level  of  interest  in  pursuing  leasing  within  the  Reserve,  we 
believe  that  the  EIS  must  provide  the  public  and  the  decision  maker  with  a  discussion/analysis  of 
how  exploration/production  activities  on  the  Reserve  align  with  the  energy  needs  of  the  country. 
Without  such  a  discussion/analysis,  it  is  not  clear  that  opening  up  the  northeast  portion  of  NPR-A 
to  leasing  and  potential  production  would  be  consistent  with  NPRPA.  We  beheve  that  this 
discussion/analysis  is  a  fundamental  element  of  the  debate  over  opening  the  Reserve  to 
exploration  and  development  (identified  on  page  1-9  as  a  significant  issue  to  be  addressed  in  the 
EIS).  Consequently,  we  recommend  that  Section  I  of  the  EIS  be  expanded  to  include  a 
discussion/evaluation  of  "total  energy  needs  of  the  Nation"  and  describe  how  oil  exploration  and 
potential  production  within  the  Reserve  is  consistent  with  those  needs,  


EfTects  Analyses 

We  find  it  extremely  difficult  to  determine  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of 
each  alternative  presently  under  consideration,  and  how  the  impacts  would  differ  under  each 
alternative.  The  effects  analyses  (see  Section  IV)  are  presented  in  a  fashion  that  is  extremely 
difficult  to  extract  relevant  information  which  would  allow  the  reader  to  compare  the 
consequences  of  each  alternative  in  a  meaningful  way.  Of  the  264  pages  dedicated  to  the 
"environmental  consequences"  of  the  alternatives,  we  were  unable  to  find  a  single  table  or  figure 
that  allows  the  reader  to  understand  the  environmental  impacts  of  any  of  the  alternatives  or  how 
the  environmental  impacts  of  the  alternatives  compare  to  each  other.  The  "wall-to-wall"  text 
contained  in  Section  IV  (much  of  which  appears  to  be  redimdant)  is  not  an  effective  mechanism 
for  revealing  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  alternatives  under  consideration.  We 
recoitimend  that  Section  IV  of  the  EIS  undergo  a  significant  amount  of  editing  and  reformatting 
to  make  the  EIS  usefiil  as  a  disclosure  document  and  consistent  with  the  implementing  regulations 
for  NEPA  (see  40  CFR  1 502. 7). 


It  is  difficult  to  determine  if  the  effects  analyses  assume  that  all  stipulations  presentedTn 
Section  II  would  be  applied.  Because  we  view  the  stipulations  as  the  mitigation  measures  that  are 
intended  to  protect  resources  in  the  planning  area,  we  would  expect  the  EIS  to  reflect  impacts 
with  the  implementation  of  all  stipulations.  However,  the  use  of  language  such  as  "to  the  degree 
they  (stipulations)  are  implemented"  and  "the  absence  of  these  stipulations  may  increase  adverse 
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effects"  in  the  document  suggests  that  all  stipulations  would  not  be  implemented  if  leasing  and/or 
development  was  to  take  place  on  the  Reserve.  As  a  result,  we  cannot  determine  if  or  when, 
stipulations  would  be  applied  to  activities  on  the  Reser\'e  and  how  the  effects  analyses  reflect  this 
apparent  incomplete  implementation  of  the  stipulations.  We  recommend  that  the  EIS  be  revised 
to  clearly  indicate  the  level  of  stipulation  implementation  that  has  been  assumed  in  the  impact 
analyses.  


003 


Stipulations 

General  Comments 

We  fmd  that  the  discussion  in  the  first  paragraph  on  page  11-27  related  to  how  the 
stipulations  presented  in  the  draft  lAP/ElS  would  be  applied  is  confiising  and  misleading.  The 
EIS  indicates  that  the  majority  of  the  sfipulations  presented  "would  be  applied  to  applicable 
individual  permits."  We  interpret  this  statement  to  mean  that  the  applicable  stipulations  would  be 
attached  only  to  permits  that  would  be  issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BI,M),  as  the 
Bureau  has  no  authority  to  define  conditions  that  would  be  attached  to  permits  issued  by  other 
agencies  under  other  legal  authorities.  Oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  requires  permits 
and/or  approvals  from  other  agencies  and  permit  conditions  imposed  by  these  agencies  may  be 
significantly  different,  and  potentially  more  stringent,  than  those  presented  in  the  draft  EIS.  To 
ensure  that  the  public  and  the  decision  maker  are  provided  with  a  clear  understanding  of  how  the 
stipulations  would  be  applied,  we  recommend  that  the  EIS  explicitly  identify  the  BLM  permits  to 
which  the  stipulations  would  be  attached,  as  well  as  identily  permits  that  would  potentially  be 
issued  by  other  agencies.  The  EIS  should  also  clearly  indicate  that  permit  conditions  imposed  by 
other  agencies  could  be  significantly  different  from  stipulations  imposed  by  the  BLM. 


We  recommend  that  the  final  set  of  stipulations  presented  in  the  final  lAP/EIS  and 
adopted  in  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  consistently  use  the  word  "shall"  to  clearly  indicate  that 
the  elements  of  each  stipulation  must  be  met.  As  presently  written,  the  stipulations  presented  in 
the  draft  EIS  are  inconsistent  in  their  use  of  "shall,"  "will,"  and  "would." 


Numerous  sfipulations  contain  quantitative  values  (e.g.,  buffer  widths/setback  distances, 
water  depths)  or  dates  that  directly  affect  how  and  when  stipulations  would  be  implemented.  We 
were  unable,  in  most  cases,  to  locate  information  in  the  EIS  that  provides  the  basis  for  these 
values  and  dates.  We  recommend  that  the  EIS  include  the  basis  for  the  specified  values  and  dates 
contained  in  the  stipulations  to  allow  for  meaningftil  evaluation  of  impacts  to  the  resources  they 
are  intended  to  protect. 


In  general,  it  is  unclear  that  the  appropriate  resource/regulatory  agencies  will  be  consulted 
as  decisions  are  made  on  how  stipulations  are  to  be  implemented.  In  some  cases,  multiple 
agencies  are  identified,  in  others  a  single  agency  is  identified,  and  in  other  cases,  no  consuhation  is 
required-  We  recommend  that  the  final  set  of  stipulations  ensure  that  the  appropriate  agencies 
(those  with  resource  protecfion  and/or  regulatory/permitting  responsibilities)  are  consulted  in  the 
determination  of  how  the  stipulations  on  BLM  permits  are  implemented.  The  stipulations  where 
it  is  not  clear  if  the  appropriate  agcncy(ies)  has/have  been  identified,  are  highhghted  below. 
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Management  Restriction  Waiver  f.  Cpage  11-27')  -  We  strongly  object  to  the  inclusion  of  this 
waiver  in  the  LAP/EIS  because  it  suggests  that  BLM  has  sole  authority  to  determine  when 
activities  in  wetlands  would  be  allowed  without  ensuring  that  impacts  have  been  evaluated  using 
the  avoidance,  minimization  and  mitigation  hierarchy  contained  in  the  EPA  404(b)(1)  Guidelines 
(see  40  CFR  230).  Pursuant  to  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  discharges  of  dredged  or  fill 
materials  to  waters  of  the  U,S  (including  wetlands)  would  require  permits  from  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  that  have  been  developed  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  EPA  404(b)(1)  Guidelines. 
Consequently,  because  BLM  does  not  have  the  authority  do  exempt  activities  in  wetlands  from 
regulatory  requirements,  we  strongly  recommend  that  this  waiver  be  deleted  from  the  lAP/EIS. 


Stipulation  1  -  We  recommend  that  the  lAP/EIS  include  a  Hst  of  feasible  precautions  that  shall  be 
used  to  avoid  attracting  wildlife  to  food  and  garbage. 


Stipulation  13  b.  -  Should  the  Alaska  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (ADEC)  be  the 
only  agency  consulted  when  determining  if  discharge  of  drilling  muds  to  reserve  pits  would  be 
allowed? 


Stipulation  13  c.(4l  -  Should  ADEC  be  the  only  agency  consulted? 


Stipulation  16  -  How  and  who  will  determine  the  lakes  to  be  used  for  water  withdrawal 
drawdown?  How,  when,  and  by  whom  will  lakes  be  surveyed  to  determine  their  depth  or  if  fish 
exist  in  them?  Will  there  be  consultation  with  the  appropriate  resource  and  regulatory  agencies 
before  lakes  would  be  drawn  down?  What  is  the  basis  for  the  "7  feet  deep"  criteria  being  used  in 
this  stipulation,  and  how  does  it  relate  to  protection  of  water  quality?  The  EIS  should  be  revised 
to  clearly  address  these  questions. 


Stipulation  17  -  We  recommend  that  an  analysis/demonstration  of  hydrologic  functions  be 
required  and  approved,  with  appropriate  consultation,  before  any  water  is  extracted  from  lakes 
used  by  molting  geese  that  are  located  within  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA. 


Stipulation  20  -  We  recommend  that  this  stipulation  clearly  identify  the  elements  that  are 
applicable  to  wintertbime  travel  exclusively  and  those  applicable  to  summertime  travel.  As 
presently  written,  it  is  not  clear  which  stipulations  would  apply  to  wintertime  and  summertime 
conditions. 


Stipulation  20  j.  -  Based  on  information  discussed  on  page  IV-B-3,  this  stipulation  does  not 
mitigate  damage  to  vegetative  cover  and  water  quality.  Consequently,  we  recommend  that  this 
stipulation  be  modified  to  require  a  minimum  snow  depth  of  10  inches  (in  combination  with  12 
inches  of  frozen  tundra)  before  ground  operations  shall  commence  to  ensure  that  water  quality  is 
adequately  protected. 


Stipulation  24  -  This  stipulation  appears  applicable  only  to  Alternatives  D  and  E.  We  recommend 
that  the  EIS  clarify  the  alter native(s)  to  which  this  stipulation  applies. 
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Stipulation  25  -  Should  FWS  be  the  only  agency  consulted?  016 

Stipulation  26  -  Should  the  State  and  NSB  be  the  only  entities  consulted? 

Stipulation  27  -  Should  the  State  and  NSB  be  the  only  entities  consulted? 

Stipulations  30.  32.  33.  34  -  Should  FWS  be  the  only  agency  consulted? 

Stipulations  37.  38  -  Should  ADF&G  be  the  only  agency  consulted?  I  020 

Stipulation  39  -  This  stipulation  indicates  that,  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  essential  pipeline  and  road       021 
crossings  will  be  permitted  through  setback  areas  when  no  other  suitable  sites  are  available.  We 
recommend  that  this  stipulation  be  modified  to  include  consultation  with  the  appropriate 
regulatory  and  resource  agencies  prior  to  approving  such  crossings. 


]  019 


Stipulation  40  -  Should  ADF&G  be  the  only  agency  consulted? 


]  022 


Stipulation  41  -  We  were  unable  to  determine  the  basis  for  the  500  feet  setbacks  from  active 
floodplains  and  fish-bearing  lakes.  Consequently,  we  are  unable  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of 
this  stipulation  in  protecting  water  quality  and  fish  habitat.  The  basis  for  the  setbacks  and  their 
implications  on  water  quality  and  fish  habitat  should  be  discussed  in  the  EIS.  


023 


Stipulation  42  -  Should  ADF&G  be  the  only  agency  consulted? 


]  ^^"^ 


Stipulation  43.  -  Placement  of  fill  in  waters  of  the  U.S.  (including  wetlands)  would  require  a  permit 
from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps).  Activities  impacting  waters  of  the  U.S.  should  be 
coordinated  with  the  Corps  and  EPA.  
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Stipulation  44  -  For  disclosure  purposes  and  to  allow  the  public  and  decision  maker  to  evaluate 
their  effectiveness  of  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  in  protecting  water  quality,  we 
recommend  that  the  BMPs  be  included  as  an  appendix  to  the  EIS. 

Stipulation  48  -  Placement  of  fill  in  waters  of  the  U.S.  (including  wetlands)  would  require  a  permit 
from  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (Corps),   Activities  impacting  waters  of  the  US,  should  be 
coordinated  with  the  Corps  and  EPA 
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Stipulation  59  -  Consultation  should  include  all  agencies  involved  in  approving  the  abandonment 
of  a  development.  This  includes  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  EPA. 


028 


Spill  Prevention  and  Response 

Page  IV-A-38  of  the  draft  EIS  references  BLM  oil  and  gas  operating  regulations  found  in 
43  CFR  3 160.  It  also  briefly  mentions  RPA  regulations  found  in  40  CFR  1 1 0  and  300  and  states 
that  these  regulations  deal  with  responses  to  spills  or  releases  of  oil  and  gas.  It  does  not. 
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however,  appear  that  the  authors  have  read  or  researched  these  regulations. 


Although  the  National  Contingency  Plan  (NCP)  is  contained  in  40  CFR  300  and  it  does 
indeed  focus  on  response  to  spills,  it  is  the  blueprint  of  the  Federal  Government's  Response 
System  and  contains  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  governmental  agencies  in  a  spill  response 
role.  A  more  applicable  regulation  to  cite  would  be  40  CFR  1 12  which  contains  regulations 
requiring  industry  to  prepare  and  implement  both  Spill  Control  and  Count ermeasures  Plans, 
(SPCC)  and  Facility  Response  Plans  (FRPs).  Requirements  for  SPCCs  have  existed  since  the  mid 
1970s  and  are  intended  to  ensure  that  industry- operated  facilities  design  and  implement  oil  spill 
prevention  measures  which  will  prevent  spills  to  waters  of  the  U.S.  including  Tundra 
environments.  The  FRP  regulations  are  relatively  recent  (1995  time  frame)  and  ar*>se  from  the 
passage  of  the  Oil  Pollution  Act  of  1990  (OP  A  90)  which  amended  the  Clean  Water  Act  and  has 
had  a  major  impact  upon  all  aspects  of  the  oil  industry.  OPA  90  and  EPA's  implementing  FRP 
regulations  require  owners  and  operators  of  oil  exploration  and  production  facilities  to  prepare 
and  implement  oil  spill  contingency  plans  which  among  other  things  are  intended  to  insure  that  the 
responsible  parties  for  a  spill  area  sufficient  prepared  to  respond  to  a  "worst  case  discharge"  with 
adequate  numbers  of  personnel,  equipment  and  methods  aporoved  by  federal  and  state  On-Scene 
Coordinators. 


The  EIS  also  states  "that  if  a  spill  or  release  of  petroleum  fluids  or  chemicals  used  on  the 
petroleum  industry  on  the  lease,  unit,  or  participating  area,  BLM  has  the  authority  to  cite  the 
operator  and  direct  the  cleanup.  However,  a  cleanup  will  be  done  in  cooperation  with  other 
Federal  or  Stale  Agencies."  The  EIS  also  mentions  ADEC's  role  as  the  On-Scene  Coordinator 
for  state  lands  and  the  USCG's  responsibility  for  directing  response  to  spill  cleanup  on  areas  of 
tidewater  and  the  seas.  No  mention  is  made  of  EPA's  role. 

The  National  Contingency  Plan  established  lead  and  supporting  roles  for  federal  agencies. 
The  NCP  established  an  On-Sccne  Coordinator  who  is  an  EPA  official  for  the  "inland  zone"  and  a 
U.S  Coast  Guard  Officer  for  the  "coastal  zone."  On  the  Alaska  North  Slope,  the  U.S.  Coast 
Guard  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  have  a  long  standing  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  that  delineates  the  Inland  zone  and  Coastal  zones  for  spill  response  purposes.  A  1,000 
yard  boundary  line  drawn  inland  paralleling  the  coast's  mean  low  water  line  separates  the  coastal 
zone  from  the  inland  zone 

With  the  passage  of  OPA  90,  the  Federal  On-Scene  Coordinator  is  empowered  as  the 
single  individual  representative  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  and  responsible  for  directing 
all  oil  spill  response  activities.  OPA  90  mandates  that  "area"  contingency  plans  be  developed  by 
federal  and  state  agencies  to  identify  working  relationships  and  organizations  used  to  manage  a 
governmental  spill  response,  be  it  the  oversight  and  direction  of  a  responsible  industry  spiller,  or  a 
government  lead  response  action.  Industry  response  plans  must  be  consistent  with  government 
area  plans. 

In  Alaska,  the  EPA  and  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  in  their  capacities  as  the  lead  federal  agencies 
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for  spill  response,  have  developed  a  Unified  Plan  for  Preparedness  to  Oil  Discharges  and 
Hazardous  Substance  Releases  with  the  State  of  Alaska's  Department  of  Environmental 
Conservation.  Additionally  the  Alaska  Regional  Response  Team,  of  which  the  Department  of 
Interior  is  a  member,  has  adopted  the  Unified  Plan  and  its  contents  and  organizational  concepts. 
The  Unified  plan  uses  the  Incident  Command  System  and  Unified  Command  for  management  of  a 
spill.  The  ICS  allows  for  multi-jurisdictional  incidents  to  be  coordinated  and  responded  to  in  an 
efficient  and  unified  fashion.  For  oil  spill  response,  the  Unified  Commanders  is  the  Federal  On- 
Scene  Coordinator  (either  a  USCG  or  EPA  official),  the  State  On-Scene  Coordinator  (ADEC 
representative),  a  local  On-Scene  Coordinator  (  North  Slope  Borough  representative)  and  the 
spilier  or  responsible  party  (RP)  who  normally  fills  the  role  as  incident  commander,  Land 
management  agencies  such  as  BLM  would  be  invited  to  participate  in  appropriate  sections  such  as 
operations  and  planning  and  on  a  Multi-Agency  Committee  (MAC)  if  the  incident  warranted  the 
formation  of  one.  This  structure  and  response  organization  has  been  used  statewide  since  the 
Exxon  Valdez  spill  and  has  been  a  model  for  National  adoption. 

In  light  of  the  proceeding  description  of  the  government's  response  system  and  current 
regulations,  EPA  recommends  that  the  EIS  be  rewritten  to  accurately  reflect  oil  spill  prevention 
and  response  requirements  for  the  industry  and  government. 
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Development  Scenarios 

We  believe  that  the  use  of  the  ARCO  Alpine  Development  is  inappropriate  for  evaluating 
potential  development  in  NPR-A  because  the  Alpine  development  is  located  in  a  unique  location; 
the  active  floodplain  of  a  major  arctic  river.  This  location  has  virtually  nothing  in  common  with 
the  area  of  NPR-A  being  considered  in  this  EIS.  If  the  Alpine  development  is  appropriately 
sensitive  to  the  Colville  River  delta  that  it  is  situated  within,  then  it  is  not  an  analog  for  on-shore 
development  in  NPR-A,  Conversely,  if  it  is  appropriate  for  NPR-A  development  then  it  is  not 
appropriate  for  development  in  the  Colville  River  delta.    It's  only  utility  is  in  the  concept  of 
minimizing  environmental  impact.  ____ 


We  caution  the  BLM  in  using  Alpine  as  an  example  to  follow  in  that  there  is  no 
consideration  of  the  distances  from  major  infrastructures  that  development  in  NPR-A  will  have  to 
face.  Stipulation  27  mentions  causeways,  and  docks,  yet  there  is  no  such  provision  in  the  Alpine 
development  scenario.  Thus,  the  following  questions  remain  unanswered:  how  will  large 
equipment  be  brought  to  NPR-A?  Where  will  docks,  causeways,  or  other  structures  need  to  be 
buih?  Where  will  equipment,  supplies,  etc.  be  stored  between  drilling  seasons?  What  equipment? 


What  supplies?  Fuel,  lubricants,  other  chemicals?  The  industry  already  is  reluctant  to  move  drill 
rigs  the  35  miles  back  to  the  Deadhorse  area  from  the  eastern  prospects  such  as  Sourdough. 
Industry  wished  to  keep  as  much  equipment  as  possible  on  location  so  that  they  are  not  subject  to 
the  need  to  build  ice  roads  to  move  equipment  from  Deadhorse  to  their  exploration  site.  This 
provides  them  a  few  extra  days  of  drilling  a  few  extra  days  instead  of  traveling,   NPR-A 
development  is  even  further  away  from  the  existing  development  where  storage  could  occur.  It  is 
only  reasonable  to  assume  that  industry  will  want  to  store  their  exploration  equipment  and  some 
supplies  in  NPR-A.  These  issues/questions,  and  their  associated  impacts,  should  be  addressed  in 
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the  ETS, 

Wetlands  

The  draft  lAP/EIS  contains  no  information  related  to  wetlands,  amount  of  wetlands, 
location  of  wetlands,  types  of  wetlands,  or  fiinctions  of  wetlands.   A  functional  assessment  of 
wetland  resources,  such  as  the  Hydrogcomorphic  Methodology  (HGM)  agreed  to  by  EPA,  DOI, 
DOAg  and  DOD,  needs  to  be  conducted  for  the  areas  being  considered  for  lease  sale  and  used  to 
develop  reasonable  mitigaiive  measures  and  stipulations.  This  information  should  be  included  in 
the  EIS.  
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Table  II. D. 2  does  not  discuss  wetland  types,  locations,  amounts,  or  functions, 
comparison  table  on  page  11-48  should  reflect  such  in  formation. 


The 


Gas  Transportation 

Pages  IV-A-7  and  IV-A-44  discuss  TAGS  (Trans  Alaska  Gas  System)  but  make  no 
mention  the  ANGTS  (Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System),  which  does  have  current 
permits  and  could  begin  construction  at  any  time.  We  recommend  that  the  EIS  be  revised  to 
indude  a  discussion  of  the  ANGTS. 


Sand  and  Gravel  Mines 

Stipulations  34  and  40  discuss  sand  and  gravel  mines,  yet  the  EIS  docs  not  identify  any 
potential  sources  of  sand  and  gravel  or  problems  related  to  the  availability  of  these  resources    It  is 
not  possible  to  assess  the  effects  to  the  environment  from  any  of  the  alternatives  without 
addressing  the  issue  of  how  much  gravel  will  be  needed  and  where  it  is  going  to  be  mined    The 
consequent  effects  of  these  mines,  which  could  potentially  be  measured  in  hundreds  or  thousands 
of  acres  destroyed,  would  represent  long  term  effects  that  should  be  addressed  in  the  EIS.    
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BnvlcoiuBental   FroCecUon  Agency  Rating   Systau  for 
Draft   Environmental    Impact   StatementB 
Definitions    and  Follow-t^  Astlon* 


Enwigomaental    Impact  of    the  Action 

l^olc   of  Ob:)ectlona 

Thn    F.nvl  ronnp.ntal    ITotectl 0:1   Ageiiuy    (tPAl     luv^l-w    luu    JioL     Idcnl-i  (  icd    any   potential 
if.r'uiiliil    iTipacts    requiring    substantive    changes    10    the    proposal.       The    reviftw   may   have 
laed   opportunities    for    applicatirtn    nf    mi  T.i<iation  oinas-jreB    that    could   be    accompl  ishud  i 
h.an  minor  changes    to   the    proposal. 

KnvlrennentaJ.   Concerna 


The  EPA  1 
fully  protect    the 


XO  ■ 


appl 
'  KnvlronmentaJL  QbjeationB 


ien'ified  envlronmftnr.al  Impacts  that  should  be  avoided  Ir.  orde 
t .   Corrective  measures  may  lequlre  changea  to  the  pretecred 
f  mitigation  measures  that  can  reduce  these  impacts. 


The  EPA  review  haK  Identified  slgnl f Imanr  nnvl ronmRr 
order  to  provide  adeguati;  protection  lor  Lhc  crtvlrorimcnt .   1 
subHtantlsl  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  consideration 
alternative  lincluding  the  no-action  alternative  or  a    new  alter.-iat 
the  lead  agency  to  leduce  these  irr<pacLa. 


npact.s  that  shocla  be  avoided  In 
tlve  measures  may  require 
6ome  other  project 
ei.   KPA  intetidH  to  wurk  with 
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■-  BnvlronmentAlly  unsatlafactoiy 


The  EPA  review  has  identified  adverse  envicorjnental  impacts  that  are  ot    sufficient 
Hiaqnitude  that  they  are  unaatisf actory  from  the  standpoint  cf   p\ibliz   health  or  welfare  or 
eovirotimontal  quality.   EPA  intends  to  woric  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  theee  inpacts.   If  the 
potential  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  coirectec  at  the  final  EIS  stage,  this  proposal  will  be 

recommer.ded  for  referral  to  the  Ccuncil  on  Environmental  Quality  [CEQ). 


Adequacy  of  tho  Ityact  atatgnont 


C»t«aory  1 


■  Adequate 


EFA  believes  the  draft  EIS  adequately  sets  forth  the  env 
pERfecred  alter.^ative  and  those  of  the  alternatives  reasonably  i 
action.  No  further  analysis  of  data  collection  la 
addition  of  clarifying  language  or  Information. 


Category  2 


Insufficient  Information 


fully  assess 
he  environment, 
e  within  the  s| 
ntal  Impacts  01 
sion  shculd  be 


The  draft  EIS  does  net  contain  sufficient  information  for  EPA  to 
environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avcided  Ir.  order  to  fully  protect  t 
EPA  rcviewei  has  identified  new  reasonaby  available  altutnatives  that  ai 
alternatives  analyzed  In  the  draft  EIS,  which  could  reduce  the  enviror.r.i 
action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data,  ar.alyseG  or  dlscuc 
In  the  final  KTS. 

Cat«goiY  3  -  -  Inadequate 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesfses  potentially  significant. 

environmental  impjctu  uf  the  action,  01  thu  EPA  rtivicwcr  ha^  idcriLilicd  new,  cuauoiiiibly  available 
alternatives  that  are  outside  of  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which 
should  be  analyzed  In  order  tn  reduce  the  potentially  slgnlficart  environmental  Impacts.   KPA 
bulievea  that  the  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  dLscussions  are  of  such  a 
magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review  at  a  draft  stage.   ZPA  does  not  believe  that 
the  draft  EIS  Is  adequate  for  the  purposes  of  the  National  Envitorimental  Policy  Act  ano  01 
Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and  made  available  for  public  comner.t  In 
a  suE^lemental  or  revised  draft  EIS.   On  the  basis  of  the  potential  signi  f icant  impacts  involved, 
this  proposal  could  be  a  candidate  tor  letetral  to  the  CEQ, 

•   from  EPA  Manual  1640  Policy  ana  Procedures  loc  the  Hevlew  ot  Federal  Actions  Impacting  the 
Environment.   February,  1987 . 
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1652-001 

The  NPR-A  currently  is  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  One  of  (he  purposes  of  the  lAP/EIS  is  to  determine  if 
any  of  the  area  being  studied  should  be  offered  in  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  at  this  time.  Please  refer  to 
Response  1851-002. 

1652-002 

Table  II. D. 2  on  p.  11-41  to  7 1  in  the  draft  lAP/ElS  contained  a  comparison  of  impacts  for  the  alternatives  and 
cumulative  case.  We  also  tried  to  balance  between  redundancy  and  readability  in  the  draft.  Although  we 
have  not  completely  reformatted  Section  IV,  we  have  redrafted  it  to  clarify  the  potential  environmental 
consequences  specific  to  each  alternative  and  distinguish  the  impacts  under  each  alternative. 

1652-003 

The  lAP/ElS  has  been  rewritten  to  clarify  that  it  reflects  the  impacts  that  could  occur  with  the 
implementation  of  all  stipulations.  The  stipulations  will  be  implemented  if  leasing  and/or  development  takes 
place.  Please  refer  to  the  preferred  alternative. 

1652-004 

The  BLM  revised  the  mtroductory  paragraph  in  Section  II. C. 7,  Stipulations,  to  clarify  the  relationship 
between  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations  and  subsequent  permits  issued  by  the  BLM  and  other 
agencies.  In  summary,  all  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations  attach  to  oil  and  gas  leases  and  appropriate 
related  pennits  (e.g.,  exploration  plan,  operations  plan),  and  other  permits  BLM  issues  to  authorize  activities 
(e.g.,  commercial  guiding).  Other  agencies  have  authority  to  issue  independent  or  more  stringent  permit 
conditions.  Table  II. F.  1  lists  the  permits  and  approvals  commonly  required  in  conjunction  with  an  oil  and 
gas  leasing  operation.  Questions  about  a  specific  permit  and  the  agency  that  will  issue  a  specific  permit  will 
be  determined  by  law  and  regulation.  Specific  Slate  permits  are  required  when  the  Slate  has  primary 
authority,  under  Federal  or  State  law  or  regulation,  for  enforcement  of  the  provision  in  question. 

1652-005 

Stipulations  have  been  amended  to  consistently  use  the  word  "shall." 

1652-006 

Most  quantitative  values  (e.g.,  no  surface  occupancy  setbacks/distances  and  water  depths)  and  periods  of 
time  identified  in  the  stipulations  were  developed  by  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  CaribouAValerfowl  Impacts 
Analysis  Workshop  held  May  21-22  in  Fairbanks,  Alaska.  Proceedings  of  the  workshop  were  provided  in 
Appendix  E  of  the  draft  EIS.  Other  values  and  dates,  not  related  to  geese  and  caribou,  were  derived  from 
extensive  consultation  with  technical  fish,  wildlife,  water,  lands,  subsistence,  and  environmental  protection 
experts  during  development  of  the  draft  EIS.  Scientific  literature  used  to  develop  values  and  dales  are 
provided  in  the  bibliography  at  the  end  of  the  EIS.  Values  and  dales  are  based  on  the  best  available 
scientific  information  and  expertise  with  the  objective  of  protecting  surface  resources.  In  very  limited 
instances  (e.g.,  see  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  41),  quantitative  values  and  dates  represent  a  consensus 
position  derived  from  consultation  with  policy  and  technical  experts.  Authors  have  relied  upon  all  sources 
of  information  available  in  evaluating  impacts. 

1652-007 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Section  II.7,  Stipulations,  in  the  discussion  regarding  the  Exceptions  Clause. 

1652-008 

Given  that  there  is  considerable  variation  in  what  would  be  considered  an  appropriate  precaution  for 
different  permitted  activities  and  sizes  of  groups  (e.g.,  oil  and  gas  operation  vs  commercial  guiding 
operation),  we  believe  it  is  more  practical,  yet  still  effective,  to  use  the  process  outlined  in  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  2  to  notify  permittees  about  the  availability  of  a  list  of  acceptable  precautions  from 
the  Authorized  Officer.  Specific  precautions  will  be  attached  to  a  permit  as  part  of  the  written  procedures. 


1652-009 

The  USEPA  has  been  added  as  a  consulting  agency  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  4. 

1652-010 

The  USEPA  has  been  added  as  a  consulting  agency  in  Prefened  Alternative  Sfipulation  5. 

1652-011 

The  GIS  database  for  the  planning  area  includes  the  location  and  relative  depths  of  all  lakes  (see  Fig. 
III.  A.2.a-2).  If  there  is  no  current  information  regarding  the  presence  of  fish  in  a  particular  lake  for  which  a 
request  for  withdrawal  has  been  submitted,  the  proponent  (e.g.,  lessee)  must  demonstrate  that  no  fish  are 
present. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  20  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  by  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

The  7-ft  water  depth  standard  for  water  withdrawal  is  based  on  the  professional  experience  and  technical 
position  of  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  that  7  ft  of  water  is  adequate  to  protect  overwintering 
fish  populations  and  water  quality  within  the  planning  area.  Water  withdrawal  to  <7  ft  affects  water  quality 
by  creating  a  hypersaline  environment.  The  7  ft  standard  is  consistent  with  current  State  of  Alaska 
permitting  stipulations  for  oil  and  gas  operations  on  the  North  Slope.  Authorization  by  the  Authorized 
Officer  of  a  withdrawal  of  water  from  a  nonfish-bearing  lake  <-ft  deep  requires  consultation  with  appropriate 
Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies  . 

The  discussion  of  Stipulation  16  (Alternatives  A-E  )  under  Effectiveness  of  Sfipulations  in  Section  IV.C.4 
(Water  Quality)  has  been  revised  to  clearly  address  these  questions. 

1652-012 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  21  by  amending  the  earlier  stipulation  to 
require  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatoi-y  and  resources  agencies  in 
conjunction  with  any  request  for  water  withdrawal  within  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  In  addition.  Stipulation 
21  puts  the  lessee  on  notice  that  an  analysis/demonstration  of  the  hydrologic  functions  of  any  lake  in 
question  may  be  required  by  the  Authorized  Officer  prior  to  approval  of  the  withdrawal. 

1652-013 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24.  Specifically,  the  stipulation  now  clarifies 
that  the  listed  restrictions  apply  to  overland  moves,  seismic  work,  and  other  similar  use  of  heavy  equipment 
on  unroaded  surfaces  "during  the  winter  season."  All  summer  season  restrictions  are  listed  in  other  sections. 
Specific  restrictions  (e.g..  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24b  and  k)  are  included,  because  they  provide  a 
date  restriction  that  could  overlap  with  the  typical  winter  activity  period  (i.e.,  May  5  in  the  foothills  and  May 
1 5  in  the  northern  coastal  areas). 

1652-014 

The  reference  to  Walker  in  Section  IV. B. 3  of  the  draft  EIS  has  been  deleted.  Relevant  scientific  literature 
and  experience  of  the  State  of  Alaska  on  other  North  Slope  leases  supports  a  minimum  snow  depth  of  6 
inches. 

1652-015 

Comment  addressed  in  revisions  to  Stipulation  24  (Alternatives  A-E).  The  stipulation  applies  only  to 
Alternatives  D  and  E,  because  they  are  the  only  Alternatives  that  propose  leasing  in  the  Caribou  LUEA. 

1652-016 

Stipulation  24  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 
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1652-017 

Stipulation  26  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  29  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1652-018 

Stipulation  27  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  30  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1652-019 

Stipulations  30,  32,  33,  and  34  (Alternatives  A-E)  have  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

The  second  sentence  in  Stipulation  30  (Alternatives  A-E)  referencing  consultation  requirements  has  been 
deleted  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations,  and  the  remaining  sentence  has  been  combined  with 
other  text  into  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  32. 

Stipulations  32,  33,  and  34  (Alternatives  A-E)  have  been  deleted  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations, 
because  no  leasing  is  proposed  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA. 

1652-020 

Stipulations  37  and  38  (Alternatives  A-E)  have  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate 
Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  36  and  37  have  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate 
Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1652-021 

Stipulation  39  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39  have  been  amended  to  include 
consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1652-022 

Stipulation  40  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  40  have  been  amended  to  include 
consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal,  Stale,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1652-023 

The  500  ft  setback  in  Stipulation  41  (Alternatives  A-E)  was  intended  to  apply  to  all  those  fish  and  nonfish- 
bearing  waterbodies  not  otherwise  provided  for  in  Stipulation  39  (Alternatives  A-E).  Stipulation  41 
(Alternatives  A-E)has  been  amended  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  41  to  clarify  this  point. 

It  is  the  consensus  of  fisheries,  water  quality,  and  spill  prevention  specialists  from  the  State  of  Alaska,  BLM, 
and  MMS  that  500  ft  is  adequate  to  protect  water,  vegetation,  fish,  and  other  resources  adjacent  to  all 
waterbodies  not  identified  in  Stipulation  39. 

1652-024 

Stipulation  42  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  42  have  been  amended  to  include 
consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 


1652-025 

All  activities  impacting  waters  of  the  U.S.  will  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  USEPA. 

1652-026 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  44,  amended  to  provide  examples  of  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMP's)  that  the  Authorized  Officer  would  consider  during  the  permit  review 
process.  The  BLM  will  consult  with  appropriate  Federal.  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies 
to  compile  a  current  list  of  acceptable  BMP's  and  will  consult  with  appropriate  agencies  during  permit 
review  to  determine  which  BMP's  may  be  most  appropriate  for  any  site-specific  activity. 

1652-027 

All  activities  impacting  waters  of  the  U.S.  will  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  EPA. 

1652-028 

Stipulation  59  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  58  has  been  amended  to  include  consultation  with  all  appropriate  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1652-029 

Section  IV. A. 4  has  been  revised  to  reficct  the  information  presented  in  this  comment. 

1652-030 

Section  1V.A.4  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  information  presented  in  this  comment. 

It  also  must  be  noted  that  BLM  is  not  just  acting  as  a  land  management  agency  in  the  case  of  oil  and  gas. 
Under  43  CFR  3 1 60,  BLM  is  responsible  for  regulations  that  govern  operations  associated  with  the 
exploration,  development,  and  production  of  oil  and  gas  deposits  from  leases  issued  or  approved  by  the 
United  States.  This  means  that  BLM  will  play  an  integral  role  in  spill  planning  and  response  activities. 

1652-031 

The  BLM  believes  that  ARCO's  Alpine  project  is  appropriate  as  a  general  model  for  future  development  in 
the  NPR-A  for  numerous  reasons:  (I)  It  represents  the  state-of-the-art  design  for  remote  development  on  the 
North  Slope.  Note  that  BP's  Badami  project,  now  under  way,  includes  many  of  the  same  design  features  (no 
permanent  gravel  road,  minimal  footprint,  use  of  extended  reach  drilling  technology,  subsurface  injection  of 
wastes,  among  others).  (2)  We  expect  that  new  fields  of  this  approximate  size  (Alpine,  365  million  barrels; 
Badami,  120  million  barrels)  to  be  more  typical  of  future  NPR-A  developments  than  the  Kuparuk  River  field 
with  >2.6  billion  barrels  of  oil.  (3)  Although  other  NPR-A  projects  will  not  be  located  in  the  floodplain  of  a 
major  river  such  as  the  Colville  River,  most  of  the  coastal  plain  is  characterized  as  "tundra  wetland.s" 
covered  with  "lakes,  ponds,  and  slow-moving  streams"  (see  Fig.  111. A. 2. a. 2).  Development  design  and 
seasonal  logistics  of  new  developments  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  could  be  closely  comparable  to  Alpine. 

1652-032 

The  Alpine  project  is  not  a  strict  template  for  all  future  developments  in  the  NPR-A.  It  merely  represents 
current  design  innovations  and  technology  used  for  recent  North  Slope  development.  We  assume  that  this 
current  technology  will  be  used  initially  and  then  perhaps  modified  with  actual  experience  in  the  NPR-A. 

The  logistics  for  operations  in  the  NPR-A  will  be  very  site  specific,  and  general  considerations  are  discussed 
in  Section  fV. A.  1  .b(2)(d).  Presumably,  a  staging  base  will  be  constructed  to  support  one  or  more  oil  field 
projects.  The  staging  base  will  require  an  airstrip  capable  of  handling  large  capacity  aircraft  in  addition  to 
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marine  loading  facilities  if  on  the  coast.  The  actual  location  of  the  staging  site  cannot  be  determined  until 
oil  discoveries  are  made.  A  variety  of  equipment  and  supplies  will  be  transported  to  and  temporarily  stored 
at  the  staging  site.   An  exhaustive  list  of  possible  equipment  and  supplies  cannot  be  given  without  knowing 
the  location  and  specific  purpose  of  the  staging  area  (support  winter  exploration  drilling;  support 
construction  activities;  support  operations  of  producing  fields). 

1652-033 

The  commenter's  observation  is  essentially  correct  and  follows  the  general  description  contained  in  Section 

rV.A.  1  .b(3)(c).  Industry  is  not  likely  to  move  drilling  equipment  and  supplies  for  multi-year  operations  back  This  Side  Blank 

to  the  original  staging  area  near  Deadhorse.  Drilling  equipment  might  be  stored  at  remote  drill  sites  on 

pilings,  or  moved  back  to  local  staging  sites  (see  Response  1652-032).  For  single-season  drilling  or  seismic 

surveys,  all  equipment  and  supplies  are  likely  to  be  reinoved  from  the  exploration  site  before  the  end  of 

winter.  Complete  removal  of  equipment  and  supplies  likely  would  occur  in  the  case  of  a  dry  exploration 

well. 

1652-034 

Please  see  Response  1334-001. 

X652-03S 

Please  see  Response  1334-001 . 

1652-036 

This  cominent  is  addressed  in  Responses  1334-010  and  1334-01 1. 

1652-037 

At  this  time,  detailed  investigations  to  identify  gravel  sources  in  the  NPR-A  have  not  been  conducted  but 
presumably  will  be,  if  discoveries  are  made  in  the  sale  area.  Reconnaissance  mapping  of  surficial  deposits  is 
contained  in  numerous  studies  published  by  the  USGS,  and  citations  to  these  studies  is  included  in  the  final 
lAP/ElS.  Estimates  of  total  gravel  requirements  are  provided  in  Section  IV.A.l.b(4)(c),  but  gravel  sources 
and  impacts  associated  with  gravel  mining  and  transportation  are  given  in  other  sections  of  the  lAP/EIS.    It 
is  highly  unlikely  that  "hundreds  to  thousands  of  acres"  will  be  "destroyed"  by  gravel  mining  operations  for 
the  following  reasons:  (1)  surface  mining  activities  will  be  conducted  during  winter  months  to  facilitate 
ground  transportation;  (2)  estimates  of  gravel  requirements  for  a  single  field  are  approximately  1  million 
cubic  yards  and  could  be  collected  from  a  single  site  covering  approximately  20  to  50  acres;  (3)  isolated 
fields  are  likely  to  seek  gravel  sites  in  the  vicinity  to  ininimize  costs;  (4)  alternative  construction  designs  will 
be  used  to  minimize  gravel  requirements  because  of  the  lack  of  identified  sources  in  the  NPR-A;  and  (5) 
gravel  mine  sites  will  be  reclaimed  or  used  for  other  approved  purposes. 
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AOGA 


121  W.  Fireweed  Lane,  Suite  207 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99503-2036 
Phone:   {907)272-1'(81    Fax;   (907)279-811-1 
Judith  M.  Brady,  Executive  Director 


March  12,  1998 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  West  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 


Dear  NPR-A  Planning  Team: 


Comments  on  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Inteerated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 


The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (AOGA)  has  reviewed  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  offers  the 
attached  detailed  comments. 

AOGA  is  a  trade  association  whose  19  member  companies  represent  the  majority  of  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  production,  transportation,  refmmg  and  marketing  activities  in  Alaska. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  the  attached  comments  or  if  you  would  like  additional 
information,  please  call  me  at  (907)  272-1481. 


^.Sincerely, 


A^yU^^ 


JUDITH  BRADY      \ 
Executive  Director 


Attachment 


ALASKA  OIL  AND  GAS  ASSOCM^TION 
DETAILED  COMMENTS  ON  THE 

NORTHEAST 
NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE-ALASKA 

DRAFT 

INTEGRATED  ACTIVITY  PLAN/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

March  12,  1998 

The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Association  (AOGA)  is  a  trade  association  whose  19  member  companies 
account  for  the  majority  of  oil  and  gas  exploration,  production,  transportation,  refining  and  marketing 
activities  in  Alaska. 

AOGA  presents  the  following  detailed  comments  on  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Interior  Northeast 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS) 

AOGA  points  out  that  there  is  a  large  body  of  relevant  data,  based  on  more  than  20  years  of 
operational  experience  and  scientific  study  in  fields  on  the  North  Slope,  which  support  the  conclusion 
Ihat  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the  NPR-A  can  be  leased  for  oi\  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  with  appropriate  operational  restrictions  and  stipulations  to  ililly  mitigate  adverse 
impacts. 

In  the  following  detailed  comments,  AOGA  will  cite  additional  relevant  information  and  studies  which 
should  be  considered  as  the  Department  of  the  Interior  makes  its  final  decisions  about  the  details  of 
operational  restrictions  and  stipulations  necessary  to  fully  protect  fish,  wildlife  and  subsistence. 


Final  AOGA  Comments  on  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/ElS 


Page  1 
03/12/98 


V-72 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 


litsci^^ir^WlilgSi'oil  aud  ffis  resources  fs  critical  to  the  United  States 


•  Currently,  Alaska  North  Slope  production  provides  more  than  20  percent  of  all  oil  produced  in 
the  United  States  today, 

•  Oil  production  from  the  North  Slope  is  declining.  Since  its  peak  ten  years  ago,  of  more  than  two 
million  barrels  per  day,  production  from  the  North  Slope  has  declined  approximately  35  percent 
to  its  current  level  of  about  13  million  barrels  per  day.  North  Slope  production  is  expected  to 
continue  to  decline  at  a  rate  of  approximately  10  percent  per  year 

•  U,  S,  petroleum  imports  (crude  and  products)  in  January,  1 998  were  nearly  10  million  barrels  per 
day,  more  than  50  percent  of  total  domestic  petroleum  deliveries  Politically  unstable  Persian 
Gulfimports  represented  nearly  18  percent  of  total  L',S.  imports. 

•  Without  question,  this  level  of  dependence  on  foreign  oil  is  inconsistent  with  the  United  States' 
national  security  interests, 

•  The  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  (NPRPA)  of  1976  provided  that  the  development 
of  the  NPR-A  should  occur  in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  total  energy  needs  of  the  Nation 
There  is  no  dispute  that  the  Nation's  dependence  on  foreign  oil  has  continued  to  grow  at  an 
alarming  rate  since  1976  when  Congress  directed  expeditious  leasing  in  NPR-A 


•  Leasing  must  begin  now  in  order  to  maximize  the  likelihood  that  additional  discoveries  will  be 
on  production  in  the  early  years  of  the  next  the  century.  It  is  critical  to  bring  additional 
discoveries  on  line  in  order  to  maximize  production  from  existing  fields  and  to  ensure  efficient 
use  of  existing  infrastructure. 

•  Additional  oil  production  will  support  continued  operation  of  existing  fields  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and 
Kuparuk  and  will  extend  efficient  use  of  the  Trans- Alaska  Pipeline  infrastructure. 

•  The  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  (TAPS)  throughput  peaked  al  two  million  barrels  per  day  in 
1988,  and  by  mid-1997  throughput  was  down  to  1 ,35  million  barrels  per  day,  DEIS  at  lll-A-2-5, 
The  lower  mechanical  and  economic  limits  for  viable  TAPS  operation  are  between  200,000  and 
500,00  barrels  per  day. 

•  "[BJased  on  the  declining  production  trends  of  existing  North  Slope  fields,  and  without  changes 
to  economic  conditions  or  the  discovery  of  major  new  oil  fields,  the  operational  limits  of  TAPS 
could  be  reached  within  the  next  20  years,., Renewed  interest  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  is  an 
important  part  of  strategies  to  maintain  the  TAPS  throughput  within  acceptable  limits."  DEIS  at 
IV-A-20-2I. 

•  Production  forecasts  for  remaining  reserves  in  known  and  developed  North  Slope  fields  are 
estimated  to  be  7,85  BbbI  and  15,95  Bbbl.  The  State  of  Alaska  estimates  that  the  combined 
production  from  the  presently  operating  and  to-be-developed  fields  will  decline  to  a  daily  output 
of442MMbblin2015,  DEIS  at  IV-A-39. 
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The  United  States  economy  wili  lienefit  significantly  irom  additional  domestic  oil  production.  In 
addition  to  lease  bonuses  and  royalty  revenues,  oil  production  from  NPR-A  will  help  reduce 
America's  trade  deficit. 

American  dependence  on  foreign  oil  plays  a  significant  role  in  trade  deficits.  In  1996,  the  United 
States  ran  a  trade  deficit  of  minus  S  161.9  billion,  the  value  of  oil  imported  during  that  period  was 
$66  billion. 

Oil  production  from  NPR-A  would  provide  economic  benefits  to  the  State  of  Alaska,  BLM  has 
estimated  that  making  the  entire  Planning  Area  available  for  lease  will  provide  the  State  of  Alaska 
with  $2.5  to  $10  million  in  annual  royalty  revenue;  $1,5  to  $3  million  in  property  taxes;  and  $1.25 
to  $5  million  in  severance  taxes  annually. 

The  Native  community  will  benefit  from  increased  oil  production.  The  I3LM  has  estimated  that 
making  the  entire  Planning  Area  available  for  lease  will  provide  the  North  Slope  Borough  with 
$6  to  $12  million  in  property  taxes  annually  and  will  provide  significant  employment  opportunities 
to  North  Slope  Borough  residents. 


^;l'ttt  oit  an<)  gas  deposits  exist  in  tlu'  Planning  Area  within  25 
the  High  Prospectivity  Area. 


•     AOGA  supports  allowing  access  to  lands  within  the  Petroleum  Reserve  which  are  considered  to 
have  the  highest  potential  for  oil  and  gas  resources. 


>  Public  documentation  shows  that  all  of  the  North  Slope  commercial  hydrocarbon 
occurrences  exist  along  the  subsurface  feature  known  as  the  Barrow  Arch,  a  portion  of 
which  contains  the  Pnidhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk  River  oil  fields.  Over  the  last  ten  years,  1.5 
billion  barrels  of  oil  have  been  discovered  along  the  Barrow  Arch. 

>  The  main  prospective  area,  within  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  lies  along  the  south  flank  of  the 
Barrow  Arch  within  approximately  25  miles  of  the  present  coastline. 

•  Despite  extensive  driUing,  no  comnttercial  oil  or  gas  accumulations  have  been  found  anywhere  on 
the  North  Slope  south  of  this  approximately  25  mile  wide  coastal  strip  Forty-two  separate 
prospects  have  been  drilled  to  dale  and  have  resulted  in  six  sub-economic  gas  discoveries,  one 
sub-economic  oil  discovery  and  zero  developments. 

•  Alternatives  E  through  A  make  available  decreasing  amounts  of  acreage  within  the  Planning  Area 
for  lease. 

Alternative  E  -  100%  available  for  lease  sales; 

Alternative  D  -  89%  available  for  lease  sales 

Alternative  C-  74%  available  for  lease  sales 

Alternative  B  -  43%  available  for  lease  sales 

Alternative  A  -  0%  available  for  lease  sales 

•  BLM  acreage  numbers  are,  however,  misleading.  Significant  oil  and  gas  deposits  are  most  likely 
to  be  found  in  the  high  prospectivity  area,  shown  in  the  DEIS  along  the  southern  flank  of  the 
Barrow  Arch  Thus,  although  Alternative  B  proposes  to  make  available  forty-three  (43%)  of  the 
land  in  the  Planning  Area  for  lease,  it  will  make  available  only  twenty-three  (23%)  of  the  high 
prospectivity  area. 
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•     Only  Alternatives  E  and  D  provide  access  to  more  than  half  of  the  high  prospectivity  area. 
>     Onty  Alternative  E  provides  access  to  all  of  the  high  prospectivity  area. 


abfg^Wl  r 

"ble  for  lease, 

fonal  restrictit. 

e 

t,  wildlife  and  traditional  lifestyles. 

•  Leasing  the  entire  high  prospectivity  area  will  not  have  significant  adverse  impact  on  the 
environment  or  the  inhabitants  of  the  Planning  Area. 

•  Appropriate  operational  prescriptions  and  restrictions  -  the  stipulations  -  will  fiitly  protect  wildlife 
and  traditional  uses  of  the  land. 

•  The  DEIS  proposes  more  than  80  operational  restrictions  and  requirements,  designed  to  eliminate 
any  detrimental  impact  from  oil  and  gas  development.  Some  of  these  stipulations  would  attach 
to  activities  throughout  the  Planrung  Area.  Other  stipulations  would  be  applicable  only  to  oil  and 
gas  development  or  only  to  activities  in  specific  portions  of  the  Planning  Area.  The  stipulations 
were  based  upon  a  substantial  number  of  scientific  studies  conducted  over  an  extended  period  of 
time.  BLM  specifically  notes  in  the  DEIS  that  the  stipulations  are  based  on  "present"  knowledge 
and  "could  evolve"  over  time. 


•  Best  management  practices  such  as  new  drilling  technology,  vastly  reduced  surface  footprints  and 
advances  in  waste  management  have  considerably  reduced  the  potential  for  environmental 
impacts. 

•  For  these  reasons  it  is  appropriate  to  malce  the  entire  Planning  Area  available  for  leasing. 

>  Under  no  circumstances  should  the  area  designated  with  high  oil  potential  in  Figure 
III.A.l.a(3)-ll  be  deleted.  This  area  is  essential  to  ensure  that  there  will  be  a  viable  future 
oil  and  gas  sale.  We  strongly  believe  that  this  area  can  be  leased  with  tittle  to  no  adverse 
impact  to  the  environmental  or  the  subsistence  uses  in  the  area. 

•  We  believe  that  current  mitigation  measures  and  stipulations  on  oil  and  gas  activities  will 
successfiilly  mitigate  potential  impacts  and  will  provide  full  protection  of  wildlife,  sensitive  habitat 
and  subsistence  resources  of  the  area 

•  The  stipulations  included  in  the  DEIS  apply  only  to  liie  "general"  decision  to  make  the  Planning 
Area,  or  particular  portions  of  the  Planning  Area,  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Additional 
"site  specific  stipulations  may  result  from  subsequent  site-or  authorization-specific  environmental 
analysis"  or  "during  further  NEPA  analysis  for  any  oil  and  gas  activity"  "including  an  exploratory 
drilling  program  or  construction  of  the  infrastructure  necessary  for  development  of  an  oil 
discovery"  would  require  "further  NEPA  analysis"  based  on  specific  and  detailed  infonnation 
about  the  type  and  location  of  the  proposed  activity.  DEIS  at  II-27-1I-35. 


•     It  is  well  established  that  North  Slope  oil  and  gas  activities  have  evolved  considerably  since  initial 
production  at  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  freld. 

)^    The  DEIS  recognizes  the  major  recent  advances  in  oil  Industry  technology  on  the  North 
Slope^  including  many  environmental  mitigation  and  protectJnn  measures. 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE  DEIS 
I.       INTRODUCTION 

>  AOGA  strongly  supports  the  recognition  of  the  DEIS  that  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- 
Alaska  (NPR-A)  has  historically  been  designated  by  both  the  United  States  President  and 
the  Congress  as  a  petroleum  reserve. 

•  In  1923,  President  Warren  G.  Harding  signed  an  executive  order  establishing  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserve  No.  4,  a  37,000  square  mile  (23  million  acre)  area  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  for  the 
purpose  of  oil  and  gas  production  for  military  use  during  wartime  by  the  United  States  Navy.  The 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  was  the  fourth  area  so  "reserved  " 

•  From  1944  and  1953,  the  United  States  Navy  drilled  45  shallow  corc-lest  and  36  test  wells.  A 
second  Navy  NPR-4  exploration  program  began  in  1 972  and  from  1 974  to  June,  1 977.  the  Navy 
completed  seven  test  wells  outside  the  Barrow  area. 

•  In  April,  1976,  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976  (NPRPA)  transferred 
jurisdiction  over  the  Petroleum  Reserve  from  the  Navy  to  the  Department  of  Interior  and  directed 
that  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4  and  the  other  three  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  be  developed 
"in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  total  energy  needs  of  the  Nation"  (P.  L  94-258).  The  NPRPA 
renamed  the  Petroleum  Reserve  the  "National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska"  and  lifted  the 
restrictions  that  prohibited  production  for  purposes  other  than  wartime  use. 

•  Recognizing  that  development  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve  would  not  be  feasible  for  several  years 

because  of  the  absence  of  transportation.  Congress  withdrew  all  land  located  within  the  Petroleum 

Reserve  "from  all  forms  of  entry  and  disposition"  under  the  public  land  and  mineral  leasing  laws, 

and  required   extensive   study  and   exploration   of  the  Petroleum   Reserve's   petroleum, 

environmental,  wildlife  and  scenic  resources.  The  law  also  prohibited  any  "development  leading 

to  the  production  of  petroleum  from  the  reserve,  .until  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress." 
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Exploration  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve  was  assigned  to  the  US.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  on 
June  1,  1977.  The  USGS  continued  to  explore  and  evaluate  NPR-A  petroleum  resources, 
develop  and  produce  gas  from  the  South  Barrow  gas  field,  and  rehabilitate  areas  from  previous 
exploration  efforts. 

From  1977-1981,  the  USGS  completed  21  widely  scattered  test  wells  and  established  several 
areas  of  oil  and  gas  potential. 

In  1980,  the  Department  of  Interior  Appropriations  Act  rescinded  the  withdrawal  of  Petroleum 
Reserve  lands,  lifted  the  ban  on  activities  related  to  petroleum  development  and  directed  the 
Dcpartmeni  of  Interior  to  conduct  "an  expeditious  program  of  competitive  oil  and  gas  leasing" 
in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  (P.  L.  96-514). 

The  DOl  Appropriations  Act  also  provided  that  the  detailed  studies  conducted  pursuant  to  the 
NPRPA  would  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  for  the 
first  two  million  acres  proposed  to  be  leased. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  conducted  its  first  and  second  lease  sales  in  January  and 
May,  1982,  respectively.  Because  sub.sequent  sales  were  not  exempt  from  NEPA  compliance, 
BLM  initiated  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  additional  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the 
Petroleum  Reserve. 

The  preferred  alternative  identified  in  the  Final  EIS  was  to  conduct  five  additional  sales  between 
1983  and  1987  of  an  average  of  two  million  acres  per  sale  A  third  sale  was  held  in  July,  1983 
The  fourth  lease  sale  was  held  July,  1 984  offered  64  tracts  totaling  1 .5  million  acres  and  attracted 
no  bids.  A  fifth  sale,  scheduled  for  August  1985,  was  canceled.  All  leaseholds  in  the  NPR-A 
have  now  expired 
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•  Some  2S  exploration  and  delineation  wells  have  been  drilled  in  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  and 
a  considerable  amount  of  geologic  investigations,  including  seismic  research,  has  already  been 
conducted.  Much  of  the  information  resulting  from  this  work  is  referenced  or  included  in  the 
DEIS. 

•  State  of  the  art  oil  exploration  technologies,  such  as  3D  seismic,  as  well  as  more  efficient 
production  techniques,  make  it  much  more  likely  that  commercial  hydrocarbons  can  now  be 
discovered  in  the  Northeast  Planning  Area. 

II.      ALTERNATIVES 

•  AOGA  strongly  supports  Alternative  E. 

>  Alternative  E  is  the  alternative  which  is  most  consistent  with  the  land  management  regime 
Congress  prescribed  for  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  and  is  therefore 
supportable  by  AOGA. 

•  The  only  Alternative  that  realistically  addresses  the  primary  focus  of  the  DETS  to  analyze  the 
potential  use  of  the  Planning  Area  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  Alternative  E. 

•  Alternative  E  allows  the  opportunity  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  entire  Planning  Area,  but  leaves 
the  timing  and  extent  of  individual  lease  sales  to  the  BLM 

•  Furthermore,  Alternative  E  includes  numerous  stipulations  designed  to  address  environmental  and 
subsistence  concerns. 


•'''■•  'n'Jh'  mltf'jrlc  tfef  ^rtiprf*-  "-i  -'f''l»'*'-  "f'^ 
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AOGA  points  out  that  there  is  a  large  body  of  relevant  data,  based  on  more  than  20  years  of 
operational  experience  and  scientific  study  in  fields  on  the  North  Slope,  which  support  the  conclusion 
that  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the  NPR-A  can  be  leased  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  with  appropriate  operational  restrictions  and  stipulations  to  fully  mitigate  adverse 
impacts. 

AOGA  believes  that  all  stipulations  and  operational  restrictions  should  be  based  on  sound  scientific 
information. 

In  the  detailed  comments,  AOGA  will  cite  additional  relevant  information  and  studies  which  should 
be  considered  as  the  Department  of  the  Interior  makes  its  final  decisions  about  the  details  of 
operational  restrictions  and  stipulations  necessary  to  fully  protect  fish,  wildlife  and  subsistence. 

Goose  Molting  — 

•  Lakes  North  and  East  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  support  large  concentrations  of  molting  geese  from  late 
June  to  mid-August. 

•  Four  species  of  geese.  Brant,  Greater  While-Fronted  Geese,  Snow  Geese,  Canada  Geese,  from 
Canada,  Siberia,  and  Alaska  annually  depend  on  this  area  to  provide  necessary  food  and 
protection  during  the  flightless  summer  molt.  Numbers  build  up  to  70,000  geese  in  the  area 
Northeast  of  Teshekpuk  Lake 

•  During  molt,  flightless  geese  are  particularly  sensitive  to  disturbance. 
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•  Although  these  geese  use  about  200  lakes  in  this  area,  the  majority  of  activity  is  concentrated  on 
about  30+  lakes. 

•  Expressed  concerns  center  on  the  potential  for  typical  oil  field  activity  (construction  and 
operational  noise  and  aircraft  overflights)  to  sufficiently  disrupt  normal  feeding  behavior  and 
prevent  geese  from  building  necessary  energy  reserves  to  complete  molt  and  prepare  for  fall 
migration. 


•     Alternative  E  goose  stipulations  would  require: 

Buffers  of  no  entr>'  for  3,280  feet  around  high  use  goose  lakes  and  1,640  feet 
around  low  use  lakes; 

Stop  construction  activity  June  18  to  August  20; 

Stop  helicopter  traffic  June  1 5  to  August  20; 

>  While  buffers  along  high  use  goose  molting  lakes  may  be  appropriate,  buffers  should  be 
baseii  on  sound  scientific  information. 

>  Current  practice  and  studies  show  that  the  1,640  feet  buffer  proposed  around  all  goose- 
molting  lakes  is  more  than  sufllcicnt  to  ensure  protection  of  geese  and  to  eliminate 
disruptions  of  normal  behavior. 


These  proposed  stipulations— limiting  construction  activity,  helicopter  traffic  and  providing  a 
1 ,640  foot  buffer— will  be  effective  in  mitigating  any  potential  impacts  to  molting  geese  and  other 
waterfowl. 


001 


>  Numerous  special  studies  have  been  conducted  to  monitor  the  effects  of  oil  field  disturbance 
on  nesting,  molting,  and  brood-rearing  geese.  Studies,  conducted  in  cooperation  with  the 
USFWS  and  EPA,  designed  as  long  term  assessments  of  pre-development,  construction, 
and  operational  data  on  the  overall  impacts  to  geese  and  swans  from  noise,  trafHc,  and 
facility  presence  and  activity  concluded  that  these  monitored  activities  did  not  change  the 
overall  extent  or  nature  of  use  of  the  developed  areas  by  waterfowl. 

•  Most  behavioral  changes  to  stress  were  mild  reactions,  and  most  reactions  occurred  within  700 
to  1000  feet  from  the  stress. 

•  Seasonal  waterfowl  densities,  distributions,  and  abundance  patterns,  including  during  nesting  and 
moltina.  were  not  changed  at  any  of  the  study  areas. 

•  The  proposed  stipulations  were  developed  based  on  research  and  anticipating  activity  similar  to 
that  seen  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  Many  of  the  new  technologies  that  would  be  applied  in  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  will  further  reduce  the  minor  (small  number  of  mild  reactions)  and 
localized  alterations  (within  700  to  1 000  feet)  in  goose  behavior, 

>^  Smaller  footprints,  overall  and  seasonally  reduced  presence  and  activity,  reduced  trafric 
and  aircraft  movements,  will  reduce  overall  goose  impacts  substantially,  so  that  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  can  occur  within  the  goose  molting  area  without  disturbance 
to  these  birds. 

Caribou  Migration  and  Calving- 

•  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd  generally  calves  around,  but  usually  north  of,  Teshekpuk 
Lake,  and  winters  south  of  the  Lake. 
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•  Some  caribou  biologists  tlieorizc  that  the  presence  and  general  activity  of  an  oil  field  could  lead 
to  the  long  term  stress  of  female  caribou  with  young  calves,  and  the  eventual  shift  in  calving  away 
from  this  stressful  activity;  however,  current  data  and  literature  does  not  support  this  theory 

•  The  general  movement  of  all  caribou  around  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  a  further  concern.  The  presence 
of  the  Kogru  River  (actually  a  wide  inlet  of  Harrison  Bay)  on  the  east  and  other  large  surface 
lakes  on  the  west  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  restrict  the  caribou  migration  between  their  summer  and 
winter  ranges  to  two  land  passages  of  about  6  miles  wide  on  each  side  of  Teshekpuk  Lake. 

•  Appropriate  stipulations  and  mitigation  measures  such  as  strict  traffic  controls  between  May  20 
and  August  20;  road/pipe  separations  of  500  feet,  and  a  three-year  caribou  monitoring  study  prior 
to  development  to  ensure  most  effective  facilities  location  to  ensure  unimpeded  passage  of 
caribou  can  eliminate  detrimental  impacts  on  caribou  or  calving  success  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
area  and/or  migration  patterns  around  the  Teshekpuk  Lake. 

>  The  conclusion  of  a  1994  Alaska  Caribou  Steering  Committee  (comprised  of 
SUte/Federal/Noilh  Slope  Borough/Industry  reprtsentativcs)  was  that  road/pipe 
separations  of  500+  feet  and  five  foot  minimum  pipe  heights  are  fnlly  effective  in  providing 
unimpeded  caribou  passage  across  pipelines  and  roads.  The  DEIS  (pages  rV-F-12  and  13) 
concurred  with  this  finding.  (The  Final  Report  to  the  Alaska  Caribou  Steering  Committee 
by  LGL  Alaska  Research  Associates,  Inc.,  entitled  "Mitigation  of  the  Effects  of  Oil  Field 
Development  and  Transportation  Corridors  on  Caribou",  U  attached).) 

>  AOGA  believes  from  multiple  studies  over  the  past  30-years  that  caribou  distribution  and 
movement  will  be  unaltered  under  Alternative  E. 

>  Previous  oil  field  studies  have  shown  caribou  cows  with  newborn  calves  (up 
to  three  weeks  in  age)  occur  at  reduced  densities  within  1  to  2  miles  from 
roads  with  moderate  levels  of  traffic. 


>  Other  caribou  do  not  avoid  roads  at  any  lime. 

>  After  calves  are  older  than  three  weeks,  this  road  avoidance  is  abated. 

>  Road  corridor  avoidance  by  caribou  cows  with  newborn  calves  also  can  be 
fully  prevented  by  implementing  traffic  controls,  such  as  those  proposed  in 
the  DEIS,  during  this  sensitive  four  to  five  week  period  (not  all  calves  are 
bom  at  the  same  time). 

Endangered  and  Threatened  Species- 

•  The  endangered  Bowhead  whale  occurs  seasonally  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  adjacent  to  the  Planning 
Area. 

•  The  threatened  Spectacled  eider,  and  possibly  the  Steller's  eider,  occurs  seasonally  within  the 
planning  area. 

>  The  protective  stipulations  identified  by  the  DEIS  are  adequate  to  assure  that  detrimental 
impacts  to  endangered  and  threatened  species  arc  minimized  or  eliminated. 

•  With  respect  to  the  Spectacled  eider  and,  possibly  Steller's  eider,  protective  stipulations  will 
ensure  that  any  negative  impacts  are  minimized  The  same  protective  stipulations  placing 
seasonal  restrictions  on  air  traffic  in  the  goose  molting  LUEA  will  minimize  the  disturbance  to 
eiders  from  May  to  September,  when  they  are  present  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  so  that 
Alternative  E  will  cau.se  no  greater  disturbance  to  breeding  and  nesting  eiders  than  Alternative 
B.  In  addition,  stipulations  related  to  waste  disposal  will  prevent  attraction  of  the  eider's 
predators. 

•  Wliile  increased  marine  vessel  traffic  and  over  flights  may  result  in  temporary  avoidance  behavior 
by  the  Bowhead  whale,  the  DEIS  appropriately  concludes  that  no  stipulations  are  necessary  to 
ensure  that  the  Bowhead  is  protected. 


Final  AOGA  Comments  on  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/EIS 


Page  14 
03/12/98 


Final  AOGA  Comments  on  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Draft  lAP'EIS 


Page  1 5 
03/12/98 


V-79 


Fisb- 


•  The  stipulations  offered  in  the  DEIS  generally  are  appropriate  for  protection  offish  resources, 
although  the  large  set-asides  (buffer  strips)  around  lakes  and  streams  seem  excessive  to  protect 
fish  and  do  not  reflect  current  study  and  literature. 

>  Experience  and  studies  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region  do  not  indicate  that  adverse  efTects  on 
flsh  have  resulted  from  siting  structures  close  to  lakes  and  streams. 

•  Experience  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region  indicates  that  causeway  development  impacts  in  the  delta 
of  the  Sagavanirktok  River  have  been  benign.  Fish  freely  move  through  the  breaches  in  the 
Endicott  Causeway,  and  around  its  seaward  face;  no  fish  blockage  occurs.  Water  exchange 
occurs  through  the  breaches  and  freshwater  flow  circulates  past  both  sides  of  the  structure  from 
the  Sagavanirktok  Delta  distributaries. 

>  Locations  of  coastal  development  structures  should  be  judged  individually,  based  on  such 
considerations  as  fish  species  present,  geographic  location  of  the  structure,  size  and  other 
information. 


Subsistence— 

AOGA  agrees  with  the  DEIS  conclusion  that  generally  with  protective  stipulations,  oil  exploration 
and  development  will  not  impact  subsistence. 

•  However,  AOGA  strongly  disagrees  vv^th  the  conclusion  that  "even  with  the  protective 
stipulations,  development  associated  with  Alternative  C  may  likely  cause  long  tenn  displacement 
of  caribou  from  their  preferred  habitats"  causing  their  pursuit  by  subsistence  hunters  to  become 
more  difficult  if  animals  shift  their  distribution  fijrthcr  away  from  Nuiqsut. 

>  Neither  scientific  study,  nor  experience,  nor  the  DEIS'  own  fmdings  support  this 
conclusion. 
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This  conclusion  is  based  on  the  assumption  that: 

a)  Petroleum  Reserve  developments  will  be  multiple  in  number; 

b)  all  developments  will  occur  in  the  general  calving  area;  and 

c)  that  traffic  from  these  operations  will  cause  caribou  to  be  displaced  within  1.86  to  2.48  miles 
from  field  roads. 

The  cumulative  impact  from  this  traffic  displacement  is  judged  by  the  DEIS  to  eventually  cause 
a  permanent  shifl  in  distribution,  which  would  cause  subsistence  hunters  to  travel  farther  to  get 
to  caribou. 

>     The  DEIS  displacement  conclusion  Is  based  on  an  invalid  assumption  of  the  detrimental 
impacts  of  current  design  and  mitigation  and  is  over-stated. 

•  The  DEIS  expected  displacement  shift  and  any  resulting  hardship  to  subsistence  hunting  success 
should  not  occur. 

•  The  displacement  shifl  recorded  in  tlie  Kuparuk  Field,  which  is  the  support  for  this  DEIS 
conclusion,  occurs  only  for  cows  with  newborn  calves  younger  than  three  weeks  in  age  All  other 
groups  of  caribou,  including  bulls  and  yearlings,  do  not  show  any  avoidance  of  roads  nor  any 
"displacement  shift."  Further  the  observed  shift  for  cows  and  newborn  calves  away  from  traffic 
roads  disappears  after  calves  mature  past  three  weeks  in  age.  There  are  no  other  recorded 
displacements  in  all  other  seasons  by  any  caribou  age  or  sex  groups 

•  Of  equal  importance,  the  recorded  three  week  "displacement"  of  cows  with  newborn  calves 
occurred  in  the  Kuparuk  oil  field,  which  is  a  large  complex  of  40  drill  pads,  three  processing 
centers,  one  sea  water  treatment  plant,  two  camps,  one  jet  airport,  and  many  hundred  trucks  and 
larger  vehicles  moving  around  the  200  miles  of  road  without  any  "caribou  controls."  Future  oil 


002 


Final  AOGA  Comments  on  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/EIS 


Page  16 
03/12/98 


Final  AOGA  Comments  on  the 

Northeast  NFR~A  Draft  JAP/E/S 


Page  17 

03/12/98 


V-80 


B^ffgpsisv^s^^fmmUBsn^ 


fields  in  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  will  not  look  like  Kuparuk,  nor  will  they  generate 
the  amount  of  traiSc  which  can  lead  to  the  short-term  displacement  assumed  in  the  DEIS.  Traffic 
controls  on  vehicle  movement  can  very  easily  be  implemented,  since  fiiture  fields  should  have 
substantially  fewer  vehicles  and  fewer  roads.  

The  DEIS  caribou  stipulations  correctly  recognized  that  cows  with  calves  are  most  sensitive  to 
disturbance,  thus  proposed  DEIS  stipulations  control  the  number  of  vehicle  and  airplane  passes 
that  can  occur  during  the  calving  season. 

Alternative  E  subsistence  stipulations  would  require  stipulations  to  reduce  interference  with 
caribou  movements: 

(1)  Limiting  types  of  surface  occupancy  permitted  within  2  miles  of  Beaufort  Sea  to  docks, 
causeways,  and  staging  pads; 

(2)  separation  of  pipelines  and  road  by  at  least  500  feet,  and  5  foot  minimum  pipe  heights; 

(3)  possibly  requiring  burial  of  all  facilities,  including  pipelines,  located  within  movement 
corridors  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Beaufort  Sea;  and 

(4)  restrictions  on  aircraft  altitude  from  October  through  July.  DEIS  at  IV-F-12-13. 

Appropriate  controls,  combined  with  other  caribou  stipulations,  such  as  appropriate  pipeline 
height  and  road/pipeline  separations,  allow  caribou  to  mainlain  normal  movement  and  behavior, 
and,  thus,  subsistence  hunters  from  Nuiqsut  should  not  be  impeded  in  their  pursuit  of  caribou, 

>  Alternative  E  ensures  no  interruption  of  traditional  uses  of  the  land.  Access  to 
traditional  hunting  and  fishing  areas  have  been  guaranteed  and  will  be  enforced  by 
a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 
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The  provision  in  the  DEIS  which  allows  the  AO  to  modify  or  waive  stipulation  provisions  in 
certain  instances  is  essential.  However,  the  list  of  the  specific  instances  which  provide  for 
consideration  of  such  waivers  should  add  the  following  (DEIS  at  11-27): 

g.  if  the  proponent  of  an  activitv  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  AO  that  a 
modification  or  waiver  of  a  restriction  is  necessary  in  order  to  apply  Best  Management 
Practices  (BMP's)  to  the  situation. 

This  addition  enables  a  les.see  to  deal  more  effectively  with  a  siiuation,  rather  than  forcing 
adherence  to  a  less  desirable  management  practice. 


Some  stipulations  require  specific  actions  of  the  lessee  that  would  ordinarily  occur  only  after  the 
AO  has  made  a  specific  detemiination.  These  stipulations  should  be  revised  to  clariiy  the  actions 
expected  of  the  AO  in  order  to  avoid  placing  undue  burden  on  the  lessee  Examples  are  found 
in  Stipulation  #36  which  states  that  the  lessee  "should  place  the  pipeline  on  the  appropriate  side 
of  the  road." 


In  order  to  avoid  later  conflicts,  including  possible  pipeline  relocations,  the  AO  should  first  be 
required  to  concur  with  the  lessee's  decision  concerning  appropriate  pipeline  and  road  placement. 
Similarly,  it  should  be  specified  tliat  it  is  the  AO  who  determines  the  date  when  seismic  ground 
work  may  begin  under  Stipulation  1120.].  
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Detailed  Comments  on  Stipulations 

>  AOCA  points  out  that  there  is  a  large  body  or  relevant  data,  ba.sed  on  more  than  20  years 
of  operational  experience  and  scientific  study  in  fields  on  the  North  Slope,  which  support 
the  conclusion  that  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the  NPK-A  can  be  leased  for  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  with  appropriate  operational  restrictions  and  stipulations  to 
fully  mitigate  adverse  impacts. 

>  AOGA  believes  that  all  stipulations  and  operational  restrictions  should  be  based  on  sound 
scientific  Information. 

>  In  the  following  detailed  comments,  AOCA  will  cite  additional  relevant  information  and 
studies  which  should  be  considered  as  the  Department  of  the  Interior  makes  its  final 
decisions  about  the  details  of  operational  restrictions  and  stipulations  necessary  to  fully 
protect  fish,  wildlife  and  subsistence. 

Solid  and  Liquid  Waste  Handling,  Hazardous-Material  Disposal  and  Cleanup 


Stipulation  7. 

For  oil  and  gas  related  activities,  a  Hazardous-Materials  Emergefwy-Coniingency  Plan  must 
be  prepared  and  implemented  prior  to  tronsportation.  storage,  or  use  of  fuel.  Staff  shall  be 
instructed  in  the  procedures  to  follow.  The  plan  shoidd  include  a  set  of  procedures  to  ensure 
prompt  resjjonse,  notification,  and  cleanup  should  hazardous  .suh.stances  be  .spilled  or  if  there 
is  a  threat  of  a  release.  This  plan  should  uKlude  a  list  of  resources  available  for  response  (e.g. . 
heavy-equipment  operators,  spill-cleanup  materials  or  companies),  and  names  and  phone 
numbers  of  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  contacts. 
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>  Comment;  The  way  the  first  sentence  of  this  stipulation  reads,  it  can  be  interpreted  to  mean 
that  no  use  of  any  motorized  cnift  which  runs  on  fiiel  (e.g..  rolligons,  snowmachines.  aircraft, 
etc.)  is  allowed  until  a  contingency  plan  is  prepared  Industry  operates  under  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMPs)  for  fuel  handling.  We  suggest  that  the  first  sentence  be 
revised  to  clarify  that  BMPs  will  be  used  for  fiiel  handling  related  to  transportation  vehicles. 
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Stipulation  9. 

Fuel,  other  petroleum  products,  and/or  other  liquid  chemicals  designated  by  the  AO,  whether 
in  excess  of  660  gallons  in  a  single  tank  or  in  excess  of  1, 320  gallons  in  midtiple  containers, 
shall  be  stored  within  an  impermeable  lined  and  diked  area  ca/xible  of  containing  J 10  percent 
of  the  .stored  volume.  The  storage  area  .shall  he  located  at  least  500  feet  from  any  river,  lake, 
or  stream  with  the  exception  of  small  caches  for  motor  boats  and fioat  planes,  Material  used 
as  a  liner  must  be  capable  of  remaining  impermeable  during  typical  weather  extremes  expected 
throughout  the  storage  period. 

>  Comment:  This  stipulation  does  not  allow  for  mobile  fiiel  storage.  Typically  seismic 
operations  tow  4,000  to  5,000  gallon  tanks  on  a  slcd-mounlcd  skid.  At  limes  the  tanks  may 
be  in  the  same  location  for  a  few  days.  It  is  not  practicable  to  store  these  tanks  in  an 
impermeable  lined  and  diked  area.  This  stipulation  should  either  exclude  seismic  operations 
or  clarify  what  type  of  secondary  containment  is  required  for  seismic  operations 


Stipulation  12. 

No  refueling  of  equipment  shall  occur  within  500  feet  of  the  water's  edge  of  any  lake  or  stream. 
with  the  exception  ofrefuelmg  of  motor  boats,  snowmachine.s.  and  float  planes. 
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>  Comment:  Due  to  the  numerous  water  bodies  in  the  NPR-A,  a  500-foot  setback  for 
refiieling  is  excessive.  The  standard  buffer  of  100  feet  should  be  employed.  Also,  the  buffer 
is  normally  only  required  at  fish  bearing  streams,  lakes,  and  rivers.  Also,  helicopters,  and 
airplanes  on  skis  and  wheels  should  be  added  to  the  list  of  exceptions. 
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Stipulations  17. 

Within  the  Goose  Moiling  Habilal  LUEA  (Fig.  1I.B.2),  water  extraction  from  any  lalie  used  by 
molting  geese  shall  not  alter  hydrological  conditions  that  could  adversely  affect  identified 
goose-feeding  habitat  along  lakeshore  margins. 

>  Comment:  AOGA  requests  thai  Ihe  AO  allow  water  withdrawals  in  the  Goose  Molting 
Habitat  LUEA,  if  afler  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  it  is  determined 
that  any  alteration  of  the  hydrological  conditions  will  not  have  an  adverse  affect  on  the  goose 
feeding  habitat.  


Stipulation  18. 

Except  for  approved  cro.isings,  alteration  of  the  banks  of  a  waterway  is  prohibited.   Clearing 
of  willows  alone  the  riparian  zone  is  prohibited. 

>  Comment:  AOGA  suggests  that  the  language  relating  to  willows  be  changed  to  read, 
"Movement  of  equipment  through  willow  stands  shall  be  avoided  where  possible."  This 
would  make  the  stipulation  consistent  with  the  standard  stipulation  used  by  the  State,  NSB, 
and  Alaska  Coastal  Management  Program. 
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Overland  Moves  and  Seismic  Work 


Stipulation  19. 


Seismic  work  is  not  allowed  within  J.  200  feel  of  any  cabin  or  known,  long-lerm  occupied 
campsite  without  permi.'ision  of  the  AO. 

>  Comment:  Is  there  an  inventory  of  long-term  occupied  campsites?  This  provision  is 
unrealistic  without  an  inventory  lied  to  a  map  or  legal  description.  Furthermore,  seismic 
work  is  of  extremely  short-term  duration  during  the  winter  season  only  and  should  pose  no 
conflict  with  subsistence  uses,  'fhis  stipulation  is  unnecessary. 


Stipulations  20. 

The  following  restrictions  apply  to  overland  moves,  seismic  work,  ami  any  similar  use  of  heavy 
equipment  (other  than  actual  excavations  as  pari  of  constnictionj  on  unrtxided  surfaces: 

a.  Because  polar  bears  are  known  to  den  predominantly  within  25  miles  of  the  coastline  in  the 
deeply  drifted  areas  (6  feet  or  greater)  adjacent  to  the  high  cut  banks  of  drainages,  seismic- 
program  lines  and  overland  moves  should  be  aligned  to  avoid  such  areas  by  '/<  mile,  if  feasible. 
The  cutting  or  compaction  of  such  drifted  snow  is  prohihiled  within  25  miles  of  the  Beauforl 
Sea.  Activities  are  prohibited  within  I  mile  of  known  or  observed  polar  hear  dens;  obtain 
locations  from  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  (907)  786-3800. 
Operators  are  encouraged  to  ajiply  for  a  letter  of  authorization  from  USFWS  to  conduct 
activities  in  polar  bear  denning  areas. 

>  Comment:  There  are  6  foot  drifts  of  snow  all  along  the  rivers,  if  this  stipulation  is  enforced, 
hundreds  of  square  miles  of  land  would  be  excluded  The  word  "compaction"  should  be 
clarified  to  not  include  incidental  compaction  such  as  occurs  when  driving  a  vehicle  over  a 
snow  drift. 
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c.   Travel  up  and  down  stream  beds  is  prohibited  to  help  m'oid  disturbance  lo  riparian 
vegetation,  stream-charmel  morphology,  and  resident  fish  populations, 

>  Comment:  This  stipulation  could  actually  due  more  harm  to  stream  beds  since  traffic 
moving  near  a  meandering  stream  will  have  to  make  multiple  crossings  of  the  river  instead 
of  simply  traveling  along  the  river.  Multiple  crossings  will  increase  risk  of  bank  erosion, 
which  is  probably  more  damaging  then  incidental  compaction.  There  is  no  scientific  evidence 
that  proves  that  vehicular  compaction  occurring  causes  enough  freezedov^Ti  to  harm  stream- 
channel  morphology  and  resident  fish  populations.  Also,  this  stipulation  contradicts 
stipulation  20. d 
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d.  Crossing  of  waterway  courses  shall  be  made  using  a  low-angle  approach  in  order  to  not 
disrupt  the  natural  stream  or  lake  bank. 

y     Comment:  This  is  a  valid  stipulation  and  consistent  with  genera!  practices. 


/.  Wlien  multiple  trips  over  the  same  trails  are  taken,  vehicles  will  not  utilize  the  same  tracks, 
thereby  reducing  the  possibility  of  ruts. 

>  Comment:  This  restriction  should  exempt  ice  roads.  The  very  purpose  of  ice  roads  is  lo 
encourage  vehicular  access  across  a  singular  roadway  to  eliminate  adverse  impacts  to  the 
tundra,  AJso,  although  this  is  a  good  practice  most  of  the  time,  some  occasions  warrant 
single  file  travel  (e.g.,  when  moving  through  willow  stands,  near  river  bluffs  or  deep  lakes 
to  intrease  salety,  near  archaeological  sites,  etc.),  Wc  suggest  added  the  words,  "if  feasible" 
to  this  stipulation. 


/  Groufid  operations  are  to  begin  only  after  the  seasonal  frost  in  the  tundra  and  underlying 
mineral  soils  has  reached  a  depth  of  12  inches,  and  the  average  snow  cover  is  6  inches  deep. 
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>  Comment:  Add  "The  exact  dale  v^ll  be  determined  by  the  AO"  to  the  end  of  this 
stipulation. 

Oil  and  Gas  Exploratory  Drilling 

Stipulation  23. 

Exploratory  (billing  is  not  allowed  within  1. 200  feet  of  any  cabin  or  known,  long-term  occupied 
campsite  without  written  permission  of  the  BLM. 

>■  Comment:  Similar  to  the  comments  in  response  to  Stipulation  #  1 9,  above,  this  language 
is  difficult  to  apply  without  an  inventory  of  long-term  occupied  campsiles.  Also,  change 
"BLM"  to  "AO." 

Facility  Design  and  Construction 


Stipulation  25. 

Permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  {e.g. .  gravel  roads,  pads,  airstrips,  material  sites),  excluding 
pipelines,  will  not  be  permitted  within  a  1. 640-foot  buffer  zone  surrounding  all  goose-molting 
lakes,  and  within  a  3.280-foot  buffer  zone  surrounding  all  high-use  lakes  within  the  Goose 
Molting  Habitat  LUEA.  Goo.se-molting  lakes  will  be  identified  by  the  AO  in  consultation  with 
USFWS. 

>  Comment:  Delete  the  requirement  that  "permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  ,  excluding 
pipelines,  must  be  set  back  at  least  3.280  0.  fi'om  all  high  use  lakes  within  the  Goose  Molting 
Habitat  LUEA."  There  is  no  scientific  rationale  to  support  a  buffer  of  this  size  The  1,640 
ft.  buffer  already  proposed  around  all  goose  -molting  lakes  is  more  than  sufficient  to  ensure 
protection  of  geese  and  to  eliminate  disruptions  of  normal  behavior.  
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Stipulation  26. 

To  protect  crucial  caribou  movement  corridors/or  insect  relief  within  2  miles  of  the  Beaufort 
Sea  coastline  including  inlets  and  the  Kogni  River  east  of  152  36'30"  west  longitude,  the  only 
oil  and  gas  permanent  surface  occupancy  permitted  will  be  that  determined  necessary  by  the  AO, 
because  other  locations  are  either  technically  unfeasible  or  economically  prohibitive.  Examples 
of  structures  likely  to  be  considered  necessary  under  these  criteria  may  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to:  (I)  a  staging  area,  causeway,  or  dock  that  requires  a  year-round  road  to  the  inland 
area;  (2)  a  seawater-trealment  plant  and  associated  pipeline  or  road:  and  (3)  a  production  pad 
and  associated  pipeline  for  an  oilfield  that  cannot  be  produced  from  outside  the  2-mile  zone. 
Airports,  camps,  and  some  types  of  processing  facilities  are  not  likely  to  be  considered 
necessary.  When  submitting  a  development  and  production  plan  that  includes  structures  in  this 
2-mile  zone,  the  lessee  shall  demonstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  AO,  in  consultation  with  the 
Stale  and  MSB,  the  need  for  the  location  of  permanent  surface  occupancy  of  structures  within 
this  zone. 

Comment:  This  stipulation  is  not  scientifically  based.  There  are  numerous  studies  of  the  impacts 
of  oil  and  gas  facilities  on  caribou  that  prove  mitigative  measures  can  be  taken  to  off-set  impacts 
(e.g.,  elevated  pipelines).  
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Stipulation  27. 

Causeways  and  docks  shall  not  be  located  in  river  mouths  or  deltas.  Artificial  gravel  islands 
and  bottom-founded  structures  may  not  be  located  in  river  mouths  or  active  stream  channels  on 
river  deltas,  except  as  provided  in  the  paragraph  above. 

>     Comment:    Add  the  v^ord  "generally"  to  the  beginning  of  the  first  sentence  to  make  it 
consistent  with  the  rest  of  the  stipulation.  
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Stipulation  28. 

Two  narrow  land  corridors  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  llui  Beaufort  Sea  have  been  identified 
as  crucial  caribou  movement  corridors.  These  areas  lie  northwest  and  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake 
(Fig.  E-5).   Within  these  two  identified  areas,  the  following  requirements  may  be  imposed. 

d.  No  permanent  surface  facilities  may  be  sited  within  a  zone  extending  4  miles  eastward  from 
the  eastern  shore  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  in  the  area  between  the  lake  and  Kogru  Inlet,  as  depicted 
on  Figure  E-5. 

>  Comment:  After,  "No  permanent  surface  facilities,  add,  "excluding  pipelines"  to  make  it 
consistent  with  the  rest  of  the  stipulation  (eg.,  28c  which  states.  "Burial  of  pipelines  may  be 
required"). 
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Stipulation  33. 

Within  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA,  oil  and  gas  facility  layout  shall  incoqmrate  features 
(e.g.,  temporary  fences,  siting/orientation)  thai  .screen/.shield  human  activity  from  view  of  any 
goose-molting  lake,  as  identified  by  the  AO  in  consultation  with  IISFWS,  within  S  kilometers. 

>  Comment:  What  is  the  scientific  rationale  for  this  stipulation'  Industry  asserts  that 
placement  of  temporary  fences,  etc.,  would  have  more  of  a  detrimental  affect  on  geese  and 
other  wildlife,  than  the  human  activity  that  is  being  screened  from  their  view. 


Stipulation  36. 

To  minimize  delay  or  deflection  of  caribou  movements,  lessees  should  place  the  pipeline  on  the 
appropriate  side  of  the  road  (depending  upon  general  caribou  movements  in  the  area). 

>     Comment:   This  stipulation  is  unnecessary  since  pipeline  placement  would  be  addressed 
during  review  of  the  Plan  of  Operations. 
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Stipulation  38. 

At  a  minimum,  above  ground  pipelines  shall  be  elevated  5  feel,  as  measured  from  the  ground 
to  the  bottom  of  the  pipe,  except  where  the  pipeline  intersects  a  road,  pad,  or  a  ramp  installed 
to  facilitate  wildlife  passage.  The  AO.  in  consultation,  with  ADF&Q,  may  make  an  exception 
if  no  feasible  and  prudent  way  exists  to  meet  the  requirement. 

>     Comment:   Change  the  first  sentence  to  read  "shall  be  elevated  at  least  five  feet," 
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Stipulation  39. 

Surface  occupancy  for  the  placement  of  any  oil  and  gasfaciltly,  including  roads,  airstrips,  and 
pipelines,  will  be  prohibited  in  the  Fi.'ih  Habitat  IJIEA  at  the  distances  identified: .  . . 

>     Comment;  Change  to  read  "surtace  occupancy  for  the  placement  of  any  permanent  oil  and 
gas  facility."  


Stipulation  40. 

Gravel  mining  sites  required  for  development  activities  will  be  restricted  to  the  minimum 
necessary  to  develop  the  field  efficiently  and  with  minimal  environmental  damage.     Where 

feasible  and  prudent,  gravel  sites  must  be  designed  and  constructed  to  function  as  water 
reservoirs  for  future  use.  Gravel  mine  .sites  must  not  be  located  within  an  active  floodplain  of 
a  watercourse  unless  the  AO,  in  consvllaiion  with  ADFi^-G,  determines  that  there  is  no  feasible 
a/td  prudent  alternative,  or  that  a  floodplain  site  would  enhance  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  after 
mining  operations  are  completed  a/td  the  site  is  closed. 

>  Comment:  Because  there  is  little  to  no  gravel  present  in  much  of  the  planning  area,  it  is 
likely  that  gravel  for  any  authorized  development  will  need  to  be  transported  into  the  NPRA 
from  the  closest  feasible  source  outside  NPRA,  such  as  ihe  Colville  River  area.  Therefore, 
as  proposed,  this  stipulation  would  preclude  the  lessee  Irom  obtaining  gravel  from  the 
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Colville  River  floodplain,  thereby  necessitating  long  and  expensive  hauls  of  gravel  from  other 
upland  sources  on  the  North  Slope.  This  additional  haulage  is  likely  1o  cause  greater 
environmental  impact  than  the  simple  act  of  removing  gravel  from  a  nearby  iloodplain  source. 
This  stipulation  should  be  revised  to  eliminate  the  last  sentence. 
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Stipulation  4 1 . 

Facilities,  roads,  airstrips,  and  pipelines  will  be  sited  out  of  the  active  floodplain  of  rivers  and 
creeks  with  a  minimum  setback  of  500  feet  and  500  feet  away  from  fish-bearing  lake  basins. 

>  Comment:  Delete  the  word  "basins"  at  end  of  sentence  and  conclude  with  the  word  "lakes " 
The  intent  is  to  protect  the  waterbody,  not  Co  setback  development  from  an  entire 
watershed. 


Stipulation  43. 

The  natural  drainage  jiattern  will  he  identified  prior  to  and  maintained  during  and  after 
construction.  Any  fill  placed  adjacent  to  a  stream  or  lake  will  be  armored  lo  limit  erosion  from 
flooding  or  wave  action.  Cross-drainage  stniclures  will  he  sited,  maintained,  and  properly 
abandoned  lo  prevent  impoundments  or  alteration  of  local  or  areawide  hydrology. 

>  Comment:  It  does  not  make  sense  to  require  the  use  of  armored  fill  adjacent  to  a  stream 
or  lake  unless  it  is  anticipated  that  a  flood  event  will  occur  Most  lakes  and  many  streams 
in  the  planning  area  do  not  experience  annual  flood  events.  Furthermore,  the  use  of  armored 
fill  may  alter  riparian  vegetation  and  pose  barriers  to  wildlife  use  and  passage  The 
application  of  armored  fill  should  occur  only  within  a  documented  floodplain  area. 
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Stipulation  48. 

Lessees  must  minimize  the  impact  of  indiistridl  development  on  key  wetlands.  Key  wetlands  are 
those  wetlands  that  are  important  to  fish,  waterfowl,  and  shorebirds  hecau.se  of  their  high  value 
or  scarcity  in  the  region.  Lessees  mu.st  identify  on  a  map  or  aerial  photograph  the  largest 
surface  area,  inclttding  ftitvre  expansion  areas,  within  which  a  facility  is  to  he  sited  or  an 
activity  is  to  occur.  The  AO  will  considt  with  USFWS  to  identify  key  wetlands.  To  minimize 
impact,  the  lessee  must  avoid  siting  facilities  in  the  identified  wetlands  unless  no  feasible  ami 
prudent  alternatives  exist.  Key  wellwid  types  included  (but  are  not  limited  to)  fi.sh-hearing  lakes 
and  streams,  riparian  .•shrub,  and  the  following  classes  described  by  Bergman  et  al.  (1977): 
shallow  and  dcep-Arctophila  ponds,  deep-open  lakes,  bu.sin-complex  wetlands,  and  coa.stal 
wetlands. 

>  Comment:  Key  wetlands  have  not  yet  been  identified  in  the  planning  area.  The  process 
identified  in  this  stipulation  calls  for  identification  of  key  wetlands  by  the  AO  in  consultation 
with  the  USFWS  Actually,  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  the  federal  agency 
responsible  for  wetland  permitting  and  identification,  not  the  USFWS.  The  AO  should  be 
required  to  consult  with  the  Corps,  not  the  USFWS,  Furthermore,  there  should  be  some 
reasonable  time  frame  during  wliich  key  wetlands  must  be  identified  by  the  AO  in  those  areas 
proposed  for  development. 
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Stipulation  49. 

No  surface  occupancy  for  oil  and  gas  development  will  be  allowed  within  I  mile  ofhiuwn  long- 
term  cabins  or  long-term  campsites,  except  that  pipelines  and  roads  would  he  allowed  if  they  are 
no  closer  than  '/,  mile  from  such  cabins  or  campsites. 

>     Comment:  Similar  to  Stipulation  #19,  this  stipulation  is  impractical  without  an  inventory 
of  known  long-term  cabins  or  campsites.  
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Air  Traffic 

Stipulation  S3. 

Use  of  aircraft  larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  by  authorized  users  of  the  study  area,  including  oil  and 
gas  lessees^  from  May  20  through  August  20  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  LUEA  will  be 
for  emergency  purposes  only. 

>  Comment:  Replace  "Use"  of  with  "Take-offs  and  landings"  of  aircraft  larger  than    . 

Stipulation  56. 

Aircraft  shall  maintain  1, 000  feel  aboveground  level  (ACiLj  (except  for  take-offs  and  landing.^) 
aver  caribou  winter  ranges  during  October  through  May  15;  2,000  feel  AOL  over  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  Caribou  Habitat  LUEA  during  May  J 6  through  July  SI,  unless  doing  .so  would  endanger 
human  life  or  violate  scife  flying  practices. 

>  Comment:  Change  to  read  "Aircraft  shall  maintain  an  altitude  of  at  least  1,000  ft.  AGL". 

Stipulation  S7. 

Aircraft  wilt  maintain  an  alliiiide  of  1,500  feet  .401.  when  within  'i  mile  of  peregrine  falcon 
nests  from  April  15  through  Augu.st  5,  unless  doing  so  would  endanger  human  life  or  violate  safe 
flying  practices. 

>  Comment:  Change  to  read  "Aircraft  will  maintain  an  altitude  of  al  least  1,500  ft  AGL" 
Oilfield  Abandonment 

Stipulation  60. 

Roads,  airstrips,  and  other  grm'elfill  shall  he  removed  or  modified  upon  field  abandonment  so 
as  to  render  them  unusable  for  enhanced  access  into  and  within  the  (ioo.se  Molting  LUhA. 
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>  Commenl:  This  stipulation  is  unnecessary.  Stipulation  #59  already  provides  for  the  removal 
of  all  facilities  and  the  rehabilitation  of  the  area  upon  abandonment.  Furthermore,  Stipulation 
#59  provides  that  the  AO  may  determine  il  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public  to  retain  some 
facilities  (i.e.  road  or  gravel  pad  for  caribou  insect  relief). 


Subsistence 


Stipulation  61. 

During  exploration,  devehpmenl.  and prndiiclion,  the  lessee  shall  monitor  activity  to  determine 
its  effects  on  subsistence  and  provide  reports  to  BLM  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 

>     Comment:  Clarify  the  frequency  the  required  reports  must  be  submitted  to  the  BLM  and 
the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  


Stipulation  63. 

The  lessee  shall  notify  the  AO  of  all  concerns  expressed  hy  subsistence  hunters  during 
operations  and  of  steps  taken  to  address  such  concerns.  Wlien  conflict  arises  between 
sub.'^islence  hunters  and  the  lessee  over  what  steps  should  he  taken  lo  address  concerny  the  AO 
will  resolve  the  issue. 

>     Comment:  Replace  term  "hunters"  with  the  term  "users."  


Stipulation  64. 

Prior  to  submitting  an  exploration  plan  or  development  and  production  plan,  the  lessee  shall 
consult  with  the  potentially  affected  .suhsistence  communiiy(ies)  (e.g.,  Nuiqsut,  Barrow, 
Atqasuk),  the  NSB,  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  to  discuss  potential  conflicts  with  the 
siting,  liming,  and  methods  of  propo.wd  operations  and  .safeguards  or  mitigating  mea.sures  that 
cotdd  be  implemented  by  the  operator  to  prevent  tmreasonaUe  conflicts.     Through  this 
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consultation,  the  lessee  shall  make  every  reasonable  effort  lo  ensure  that  exploration, 
development,  and  production  activities  are  compatible  with  subsistence  hinting  and  fishing 
activities  and  wilt  not  result  in  unreasonable  interference  with  .subsistence  harvests  in  the 
planning  area. 

>  Comment:  This  stipulation  presupposes  that  there  will  be  potential  conflicts  with 
subsistence  uses  in  the  area.  However,  this  is  often  not  the  case.  Industry  is  proud  of  our 
close  relationship  on  the  slope  with  members  of  the  resident  Native  community.  We  have 
been  respectful  of  the  tieed  to  maintain  subsistence  and  traditional  uses  of  the  areas  in  which 
we  are  allovred  to  participate  The  continued  ability  to  communicate  and  seek  advice  from 
the  Inupiat  people  has  been  a  key  to  this  cooperative  relationship.  Therefore,  revise  this 
stipulation  as  follows: 

"Prior  to  submitting  an  exploration  plan  or  development  or  production  plan,  the  lessee  shall 
consult  with:  a)  the  community(ies)  in  the  subsistence  area  which  includes  the  proposed  area 
of  operation;  b)  the  NSB;  and  c)  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  The  lessee  shall  notify 
these  parties  of  the  siting,  timing  and  methods  of  the  proposed  operation,  including 
safeguards  and  other  measure.?  intended  to  avoid  and/or  minimize  the  impacts  of  the 
proposed  operations  on  any  subsistence  activities  in  the  area  The  lessee  shall  make  eveiy 
reasonable  effort  to  ensure  that  ail  exploration,  development  and  production  facilities  arc 
compatible  with  subsistence  activities  and  will  not  result  in  unreasonable  interference  with 
subsistence  harvest  in  the  planning  area" 
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Traditional  Land  Use  Sites 


Stipulation  66. 


Lessees  shall  conduct  an  inventory  of  known  traditional  land  use  sites  prior  lo  any  field  activity. 
nis  inventory  will  include  sites  li.sled  hy  the  MSB's  Inupiat  History.  Language,  and  Cultural 
Commis.sion.   Ba.sed  on  this  inventory,  the  les.iee  shall  develop  apian  to  avoid  these  sites  and 
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to  mitigate  any  damage  to  ihem  thai  might  occur.  The  plan  will  also  indicate  how  access  lo  the 
site  by  local  subsistence  hunters  will  be  provided  Copies  of  the  plan  will  he  submitted  to  BLM 
and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  with  any  permit  application  for  exploration  and 
development, 

>  Comment:  Industry  believes  that  the  inventory  of  known  traditional  land  use  sites  should 
not  be  the  sole  responsibility  of  the  lessee.  Therefore  we  suggest  changing  the  wording  of 
the  first  sentence  to  read,  "Lessees  will  cooperate  with  BLM  in  conducting  an  inventory  of 
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Other  Activities 


Stipulation  69. 


A  letter  of  nonobjection  from  the  surface  landowner  or  the  Native  corpuralion(s)  that  have 
selected  surface  lands  will  be  required  to  he  on  file  with  Ihe  AO  before  entry  on  those  lands. 

>  Comment:  Why  is  it  necessary  lo  obtain  a  letter  of  nonobjection  for  selected  lands?  This 
land  is  still  owned  and  managed  by  the  BLM.  It  is  more  appropriate  to  require  that  BLM 
notice  the  entity  that  has  selected  the  land.  


Stipulation  79. 

U[X)n  finding  any  cultural  or  paleontological  resource,  the  authorized  user,  or  his  or  her 
designated  representative,  shall  notify  the  AO  and  suspend  all  operations  in  the  immediate  area 
of  such  discovery  until  written  authorization  to  proceed  is  i.u-ued  by  the  AO. 

>     Comment:     Change  to  read  "Upon  finding  any  potential  cultural  or  paleontological 


038 


039 


Stipulation  SO. 

Petroleum  exploration  and  production  activities  must  not  be  conducted  within  '/i  mile  of 
occupied  grizzly  bear  dens,  unless  alternative  mittgative  measures  are  approved  by  the  AO  in 
consultation  with  ADF&G. 

>     Comment:  Add  identified  by  the  ADF&G  after  the  phrase  "bear  dens"  


II.  D.  Comparison  of  Alternatives 


The  Comparison  of  Management  Actions  displayed  in  Table  II  D  I .,  pages  11-36  to  11-37,  slates  under 
Alternative  E  that  the  Umiat  Recreation  Site  I.UEA  is  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  However, 
this  area  is  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  Alternatives  C  and  D.  This  statement  also  is 
inconsistent  with  the  summary  found  in  Table  IV.F-1  where  the  Umiat  Recreation  Site  LUEA  is  listed 
as  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 


CONCLUSION 

>  Discovery  of  new  oil  and  gas  resources  is  critical  to  the  United  States  and  tlie 
State  of  Alaska.  North  Slope  production,  which  currently  accounts  for  more 
than  20  percent  of  U.S.  domestic  production,  is  declining  and  will  continue  to 
decline  at  a  rate  of  about  10  percent  per  year. 

>  Oil  and  gas  development  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  will 
provide  jobs  and  .significant  economic  benefits  to  the  federal  government  and 
to  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  North  Slope  Borough. 

>  Geologic  assessments  show  that  significant  oil  and  gas  deposits  exist  in  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Northeast  Planning  Area  within  25  miles 
of  the  coast  -  the  high  prospectivity  area. 
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More  than  20  years  af  experience  on  the  North  Slope  has  shown  that  oil  and 
gas  activities  can  co-exist  with  healthy  fish  and  game  populations  and  that  oil 
and  gas  leasing,  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the  Planning  Area 
can  be  conducted  in  a  manner  which  will  not  interfere  with  subsistence  uses 
in  the  Petroleum  Reserve. 

AOGA  strongly  recommends  allowing  access  to  the  high  prospectivity  area  - 
the  lands  within  the  Petroleum  Reserve  which  are  considered  to  have  the 
highest  oil  and  gas  potential. 

AOGA  strongly  supports  selection  of  Alternative  E,  which  allows  full  leasing 
of  the  Planning  Area.  Alternative  E  is  the  alternative  which  is  most  consistent 
with  the  land  management  regime  Congress  prescribed  for  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.  Congress  stipulated  that  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  development  would  be  the  dominant  use  of  the  Petroleum  Reserve  and 
authorized  the  Department  of  Interior  to  mitigate  any  adverse  environmental 
impacts. 

AOGA  believes  that  current  operational  practices  and  appropriate  stipulations 
will  fully  mitigate  potential  adverse  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  leasing,  exploration 
and  development  and  will  provide  full  protection  of  the  wildlife,  sensitive 
habitat  and  traditional  subsistence  uses  of  the  land. 

AOGA  supports  full  leasing  in  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  and  strongly  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  resume  competitive  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  NPR-A  as  soon  as  possible. 


1656-001 

The  current  practice  and  studies  referred  to  in  the  comnicnl  were  conducted  in  tlie  Prudhoc  Bay  area. 
However,  the  use  of  studies  of  molting  geese  in  the  oil  fields  is  questionable  as  a  model  for  geese  near 
Teshekpuk  Lake.  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  predominantly  a  molting  area  for  nonbreeding  geese,  and  the 
majority  of  the  oil  field  geese  are  broodrearing  during  molting.  This  may  cause  a  difference  in  the 
behavioral  responses  or  physiological  state  of  the  nonbreeding  and  breeding  geese.  The  size  of  the 
flocks  near  Teshekpuk  are  larger  than  the  oil  field  flocks,  and  larger  flocks  are  believed  to  react  more 
strongly  to  disturbances.  Geese  exposed  to  oil  field  activity  as  goslings  are  likely  to  be  more  habituated 
to  human  activity  than  geese  that  only  molt  at  Teshekpuk  and  have  no  prior  experience  with  oil  field- 
related  activities.  The  numbers  and  density  of  geese  at  Teshekpuk  far  exceed  that  of  the  oil  fields. 

Where  it  might  be  reasonable  to  expect  that  molting  geese  would  react  less  to  a  disturbance  than  those  at 
Teshekpuk,  the  oil  field  studies  showed  that  the  effects  of  road  traffic  occurred  out  to  300  to  400  m.  For 
instance,  a  boat  caused  a  strong  reaction  at  1 000  m.  Pedestrian  traffic,  showing  effects  out  to  600  m, 
generally  was  more  disturbing  than  road  vehicle  traffic.  However,  the  studies  used  only  existing 
pedestrian  (oil  field  workers  on  gravel  pads)  traffic  that  did  not  occur  at  distances  >600  m.  No 
experimental  effort  was  made  to  determine  the  effects  of  pedestrians  at  >600  in.  Buffer  widths  in  the 
Alternatives  A-E  stipulation  assume  that  geese  will  forage  within  100  m  of  lakeshores;  therefore,  buffers 
based  on  the  studies  must  be  at  least  700  m  to  mitigate  the  effects  of  pedestrian  activity.  Anecdotal 
observations  by  researchers  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  have  noted  geese  being  disturbed  by  pedestrians 
across  a  lake  >2,000  m  wide. 

There  may  not  be  data  (from  a  scientifically  designed  experiment)  to  justify  the  I  km  buffer;  neither  is 
there  scientific  justification  for  stating  that  a  I  km  buffer  is  not  needed  to  prevent  disturbances.  The  best 
empirical  data  suggest  a  buffer  should  be  at  least  700  m.  Anecdotal  data  imply  that  >2,000  m  may  be 
necessary.  The  1 .0-kin  width  is  a  tradeoff  between  this  and  the  area  of  land  that  would  be  left  open  to 
development  given  the  distribution  of  lakes  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.   Readers  also  should  note  that 
the  Preferred  Alternative  precludes  leasing  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  for  the  life  of  the  cuirent  NPR-A 
lAP.  As  a  consequence.  Alternatives  A-E  Stipulations  25  (related  to  goose-molting  buffers)  and  50d 
(related  to  ground-transportation  restrictions)  have  been  deleted  from  the  final  list  of  stipulations 
applicable  to  the  Preferred  Alternative.  All  air  traffic  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  by  BLM-permitted 
operations  will  continue  to  be  limited  (Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  53  and  54)  during  the  summer 
molting  season  because  of  the  continued  risk  of  noise  disturbance  from  helicopters  and  other  large  and 
noisy  equipment  by  all  authorized  users  of  the  planning  area. 
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1656-002 

The  passage  quoted  by  the  comnienter  cannot  be  found  in  the  document,  but  based  on  the  caribou 
analysis  in  Section  rV.F.9,  some  level  of  displacement  and  residual  adverse  energetic  effects  is  expected 
to  occur  on  caribou.  As  the  analysis  states,  herd  dynamics  of  the  Central  Arctic  Herd  near  Kuparuk  do 
not  necessarily  apply  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Herd,  which  has  distinctively  narrow  migration  corridors. 
Even  with  some  displacement,  it  is  unlikely  that  these  effects  would  cause  long-term  (i.e.,  71  season) 
displacement  of  caribou  or  create  long-term  difficulties  in  Nuiqsut  hunters'  pursuit  of  caribou. 

1656-003 

Please  see  Response  1658-004. 


1656-004 

The  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  35  and  24j.  The  BLM  has  addressed  the 
comment  throughout  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations. 

1656-005 

Changes  have  been  made  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  24j  and  35. 
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1656-006 

Commenl  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  9. 

1656-007 

Comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  14  and  24m. 

1656-008 

Please  see  Response  1658-008. 

1656-009 

Comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  21. 

1656-010 

Please  see  Response  16.S8-010. 

1656-011 

Please  see  Response  1658-01 1. 

1656-012 

Comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24a. 

1656-013 

Comment  addressed  by  deleting  Stipulation  20e  (in  the  draft  EIS)  from  the  Alternatives  A-E  stipulations. 

1656-014 

Comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24h. 

1656-015 

Comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24j. 

1656-016 

Comment  is  addressed  in  part  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  26.  The  BLM  also  is  inventorying  long- 
term  camps  and  cabins  in  the  1998  Summer  season.  Also,  see  Response   1658-011. 

1656-017 

Please  .see  Response  1658-017. 

1656-018 

Please  see  Response  1658-018. 

1656-019 

Please  see  Response  1658-019. 

1656-020 

Please  see  Response  1658-020. 

1656-021 

Please  see  Response  1658-021. 

1656-022 

Please  see  Response  1658-022. 


1656-023 

Please  see  Response  1658-023. 

1656-024 

Comment  partly  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39.  Also,  please  see  Response  1658-005. 

1656-025 

Please  see  Response  1658-025. 

1656-026 

Please  see  Response  1658-026. 

1656-027 

Commenl  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  43. 

1656-028 

Comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  46. 

1656-029 

Please  see  Response  1658-01 1. 

1656-030 

Please  see  Response  1658-030. 

1656-031 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  55. 

1656-032 

Comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  56. 

1656-033 

Please  see  Response  1658-031. 

1656-034 

This  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  59. 

1656-035 

This  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  61. 

1656-036 

Please  see  Response  1658-034.  This  comment  has  been  incorporated  into  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation 
61. 

1656-037 

Please  see  Response  1658-035. 

1656-038 

Please  see  Response  1658-036. 

1656-039 

Please  see  Response  1658-037. 
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1656-040 

Comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  76.  Also,  please  see  Response  1658-038. 

1656-041 

Table  II.D.l  has  been  corrected. 
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Department  of  Energy 

Washington.  DC  20585 

MAR  i  2  1998 

Mr.  Jim  Ducker 
HPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  995 1 3-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Ducker 

The  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  is  pleased  to  provide  comments  on  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  on  Management  of  the  Northeastern  Portion  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  (NPR-A).    This  draf^  lAP/EIS  represents  an 
impressive  effort  which  has  produced  a  quality  document. 

The  enclosed  comments  are  provided  from  DOE's  perspective  as  the  lead  Federal 
agency  on  National  Energy  Policy,  encompassing  our  missions  related  to  energy 
security,  energy  research  and  development,  and  global  environmental 
improvement.  DOE  supports  rational,  responsible,  environmentally  protective 
development  of  domestic  energy  resources.  Such  development  has  important 
national  benefits.  DOE  wishes  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  miplementing  a  technology-based  approach  to  the  safe  and  productive 
development  of  NPR-A, 

If  you  have  questions  about  these  comments  or  want  to  pursue  the  recommended 
interagency  cooperative  efforts,  please  contact  Bill  Hochheiserat  (202)  586-5614 
or  Gay  Leslie  at  (202)  586-6428.  DOE  looks  forward  to  working  with  BLM  on 
this  vital  undertaking. 

Very  truly  yours, 
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Patricia  Fry  Godlcy 
Assistant  Secretary 
for  Fossil  Energy 


March  12, 1998 

U.S.  Department  of  Energy-  Comments 

to  the 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

on  the 

Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska 

Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Sgmmarv 

The  Department  of  Energy  (DOB)  recommends  the  maximum  level  of  leasing  in  the  northeast 
National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  (NPR-A)  planning  area  consistent  with  responsible 
development  practices  and  protection  of  sensitive  environmental  areas.  The  availability  of 
current  and  future  advanced  technologies  and  innovative  operating  practices,  and  the 
participation  of  a  multi-stakeholder  group  as  discussed  herein,  should  provide  the  environmental 
protection  to  allow  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  to  make  nearly  all  of  the  NPR-A 
planning  area  available  for  leasing. 

NPR-A  does  contain  very  special  and  sensitive  environments  that  must  be  protected.  But  lands 
witli  significant  resource  potential  do  not  have  to  be  made  off  limits  to  development  in  order  to 
prevent  unacceptable  environmental  degradation.  There  is  another  approach.  The  industry  can 
provide  the  needed  protection  through  the  use  of  technology  that  minimizes  surface  occupancy 
and  by  scheduling  activities  so  as  to  minimize  or  avoid  conflicts  with  wildlife  when  they  arc 
most  vulnerable. 

DOE  supports  rational,  responsible,  environmentally  protective  development  of  our  domestic 
energy  resources  as  a  key  factor  in  ensuring  the  energy  and  economic  security  of  our  Nation. 
The  United  States  currently  imports  nearly  50  percent  of  its  oil  supply,  and  our  reliance  on 
imported  oil  is  expected  to  continue  to  grow.  Disruptions  in  world  oil  markets  have  contributed 
to  several  economic  slowdowns  since  the  1970s.  We  have  made  significant  progress  toward 
reducing  our  vulnerability  to  oil  supply  disruptions  by  increasing  our  efficiency  in  the  use  of 
energy,  continuing  to  emphasize  emergency  preparedness,  helping  to  develop  diverse  world  oil 
sources  and  alternative  fuels,  and  increasing  our  attention  to  the  security  of  domestic  energy 
systems  and  related  parts  of  the  Nation's  critical  infrastructure.  But  wc  must  also  sock  to  stop  the 
decline  of  domestic  oil  production  and  continue  to  develop  domestic  natural  gas  resources. 
NPR-A,  with  its  vast  oil  and  gas  resources,  could  play  an  important  role  in  offsetting  this  decline, 
while  also  helping  us  attain  our  goal  to  reduce  greenliouse  gas  emissions  by  substituting  natural 
gas  for  other  fuels. 
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Oil  and  gas  resources  can  be  recovered  from  the  NPR-A  in  an  environmentally  protective  and 
responsible  manner.  The  domestic  oil  industry  has  made  and  is  continuing  to  make  great 
improvements  in  Arctic  exploration  and  production  operations.  Technologies  are  now  available 
that  allow  drilling  and  development  to  lake  place  witli  very  little  surface  "ibotprim,"  very  small 
risk  of  damaging  spills,  and  almost  complete  restoration  of  sites  to  their  original  condition  later. 
Innovative  operating  practices  can  greatly  reduce  the  number  of  personnel  on  site,  nearly 
eliminate  stress  on  vulnerable  wildlife,  and  minimize  impacts  on  other  uses  of  the  Petroleum 
Reserve. 

Development  of  the  NPR-A  can  take  advantage  of  the  existing  infrastructure  on  the  North  Slope, 
including  the  Trans-Alaskan  Pipeline  System,  connections  to  the  nearby  Alpine  Field  -  one  of 
the  largest  fields  discovered  in  the  U.S.  in  recent  decades  ~  and  other  oil  processing  and  support 
facilities.  If  leasing  is  significantly  delayed,  tliese  facilities  may  be  gone,  and  NPR-A  oil  and  gas 
could  not  then  be  economically  produced.  In  addition,  the  infrastructure  that  would  be  built 
within  the  NPR-A,  specifically  the  pipeline  system,  would  be  necessary  for  development  of 
existing  offshore  leases  adjacent  to  the  northwest  section  of  the  planning  area. 


BLM's  resource  and  economic  estimates  appear  to  be  conser\'ative.  The  assumptions  used  to 
estimate  economically  recoverable  oil  significantly  underestimate  the  amoimt  that  would  be 
economic  to  recover.  Therefore,  DOB  recommends  using  the  technically  recoverable  estimates 
in  making  this  leasing  decision.  Furthermore,  the  natural  gas  resources  should  be  considered 
economically  recoverable  using  technology  that  will  become  available  around  the  time 
production  from  NPR-A  would  begin.  In  addition,  the  analysis  of  Slate  revenues  resulting  from 
oil  production  seems  to  be  low  by  an  order  of  magnitude. 


DOE  will  work  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  identify  advanced  technologies  and 
practices,  develop  and  implement  teclinological  goals  and  standards,  and  monitor  applications  to 
help  assure  that  exploration  and  development  can  proceed  with  acceptable  environmental 
impacts.  In  addition,  DOE  recommends  that  a  multi -stakeholder  group  be  formed  to  oven>ee 
application  of  technolog>'  to  minimize  footprint  and  other  impacts;  agree  to  technological  goals, 
standards,  and  practices;  resolve  disputes;  and  disseminate  information  on  environmentally 
sensitive  and  sustainable  development.  DOE  would  help  lo  organize  and  facilitate  such  a  group. 

Iptroduction 

The  DOE  is  pleased  lo  provide  comments  on  BLM's  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  on  management  of  the  northeastern  portion  of  the 
NPR-A.    This  draft  represents  an  impressive  effort  which  has  produced  a  quality  document. 

The  following  comments  are  provided  fi-om  DOE's  perspective  as  the  lead  Federal  agency  on 
National  Energy  Policy,  encompassing  our  missions  related  to  energy  security,  energy  research 
and  development,  and  global  environmental  improvement.  DOE  supports  rational,  responsible, 
environmentally  protective  development  of  domestic  energy  resources.  Such  development  has 
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important  national  benefits.  DOE  wishes  to  work  cooperatively  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  in  implementing  a  technology-based  approach  to  the  safe  and  productive  development  of 
NPR-A. 

Federal  Lands  are  Important  to  the  Nation's  Energy  Securily 

Federal  lands,  both  onshore  and  offshore,  arc  critical  sources  of  our  Nation's  oil  and  gas  supply, 
In  fact.  Federal  offshore  lands,  managed  by  the  Minerals  Management  Service,  currently  account 
for  25  percent  of  the  Nation's  domestic  natural  gas  production  and  15  percent  of  the  Nation's  oil 
production.  Onshore  Federal  lands,  managed  by  ELM  and  the  Forest  Service,  provide  10  percent 
of  our  natural  gas  production  and  5  percent  of  our  oil  production.  And  this  production  comes 
from  less  than  5  percent  of  Federal  lands.  DOE  believes  that  it  is  important  to  maintain  access  lo 
those  Federal  lands  that  have  a  high  resource  potential  where  multiple  use  is  acceptable  after 
proper  environmental  and  scientific  analysis. 

The  Nation  Needs  NPR-A's  Oil  and  Gas  Resources 

DOE  supports  rational,  responsible,  environmentally  protective  development  of  our  domestic 
energy  resources  as  a  key  factor  in  ensuring  the  energy  and  economic  securitj'  of  our  Nation. 
The  United  States  currently  imports  about  50  percent  of  its  oil  supply,  and  our  reliance  on 
imported  oil  is  expected  to  continue  to  grow.  Disruplions  in  world  oil  markets  have  contributed 
to  several  economic  slowdowns  since  the  1970s. 

We  have  made  significant  progress  toward  reducing  our  vulnerability  lo  disruplions  in  oil  supply 
by  increasing  the  efficiency  of  our  energy  use,  continuing  lo  emphasize  emergency  preparedness, 
helping  to  develop  diverse  world  oil  sources  and  alternative  fuels,  and  increasing  our  attention  to 
the  security  of  domestic  energy  systems  and  related  parts  of  the  Nation's  critical  infrastructure. 
But  we  must  also  seek  to  stop  the  decline  of  domestic  oil  production  and  continue  to  develop 
domestic  natural  gas  resources.  While  critics  may  say  that  development  of  NPR-A  would 
provide  only  enough  additional  resources  to  meet  the  Nation's  needs  for  a  short  time,  the  fact  is 
that  our  domestic  energy  supply  is  composed  of  numerous  individual  fields  —  some  large,  but 
most  so  small  that  their  production  would  not  sustain  the  entire  economy  for  days,  let  alone 
weeks  or  months. 

The  Energy  Information  Administration  projects  tliat  domestic  oil  production  will  continue  \{?. 
historic  decline  at  an  average  rate  of  1.1  percent  per  year  between  1996  and  2020.  from  6.5 
million  barrels  per  day  in  1 996  to  4.9  million  barrels  per  day  in  2020,  or  24  percent.  NPR-A, 
with  its  vast  oil  and  gas  resources,  could  play  an  important  role  in  offsetting  this  decline,    The 
estimated  recoverable  oil  resources  of  NTR-A  are  equivalent  to  14  percent  of  our  present 
domestic  oil  reserves.  The  natural  gas  resources  are  also  significant,  and  could  be  economically 
recoverable  in  the  foreseeable  future  usmg  new  technology.  Both  represent  a  substantial 
contribution  to  energy  security.  Increased  natural  gas  supply  to  meet  the  increase  in  demand  for 
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gas  in  uses  such  as  electric  power  generation  is  also  a  key  clement  in  helping  to  achieve  our 
climate  change  goal  of  reduced  carbon  emissions. 

As  the  draft  lAP/EIS  shows,  KPR-A  offers  the  potential  of  substantial  oil  and  gas  resources. 
There  are  an  estimated  5  bilUon  barrels  of  oil  equivalent  (considering  technically  recoverable  oil 
and  gas  resources)  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  perhaps  substantially  more.  As  discussed  below, 
DOE  believes  that  the  technically  recoverable  resource  estimates,  rather  than  the  economically 
recoverable  estimates,  should  be  used  in  making  the  decision  on  whether  to  lease  the  northeast 
portion  of  the  Petroleum  Resen'e. 

The  Nation,  therefore,  cannot  afford  to  maintain  NPR-A  as  a  reserve,  notwithstanding  the  current 
low  prices  and  ready  availability  of  crude  oil  on  the  world  market.  If  approval  were  granted 
today  for  the  leasing  and  development  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A,  production  would  not  begin  in 
the  Petroleum  Reserve  for  several  years.  While  projecting  a  development  schedule  for  North 
Slope  areas  is  difficult,  it  may  take  as  long  as  10  or  more  years,  including  the  time  needed  to 
conduct  a  lease  sale,  to  start  any  substantial  production  from  NPR-A.  U.S.  demand  for  oil  and 
natural  gas  will  continue  to  increase  during  this  period,  and  the  NPR-A  would  be  an  imporiant 
and  reliable  source  of  domestic  production  to  help  meet  this  demand.' 


The  lAP/EIS  concluded  that  the  natural  gas  resources  in  the  NPR-A  are  not  economic  today 
because  of  the  difficulties  associated  with  getting  Uiis  gas  to  a  major  market.  Specifically,  it 
stated  that  gas  fi-om  NPR-A  was  not  economic  because:  (1)  there  is  no  transportation  system 
available  to  move  the  gas  from  the  North  Slope  to  markets,  and  (2)  under  current  conditions,  the 
high  costs  of  either  a  pipeline  or  an  LNG  deliveiy  system  cannot  be  supported  by  gas  prices  or 


'  In  January  1998,  DOE  issued  a  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy  for 
public  comment.  Three  of  the  objectives  in  this  strategy  are  to: 

■  Reduce  the  vulnerability'  of  the  U.S.  economy  to  disruptions  in  oil  supply,  in  part  by  first 
stopping  and  then  reversing  the  decline  in  domestic  oil  production  by  2005. 

■  Grow  domestic  energy  production  in  an  environmentally  responsible  manner,  using 
advanced  technology  to  recover  more  oil  Irom  reservoirs  without  significant 
environmental  degradation,  and  supporting  policies  to  allow  our  natural  gas  supply  to 
grow  by  up  to  6  trillion  cubic  feet  by  2010. 

■  Accelerate  the  development  and  market  adoption  of  environmentally-friendly 
teclmologies,  including  climate-fiiendly  technologies  that  use  natural  gas  in  ways  thai 
generate  economic  benefits  while  reducing  greenhouse  gas  emissions. 

The  maximum  level  of  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  as  recommended  by  DOR  in  these  comments  is 
consistent  with  each  of  these  goals. 
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market  demand.  The  document  also  stales  that,  if  a  future  pipeline  or  LNG  system  was  built  to 
provide  access  to  markets  for  the  estimated  23  to  35  Tcf  of  proved  reserves  on  the  North  Slope, 
an  economic  analysis  of  the  NPR-A  gas  resources  should  be  made  at  that  time. 

DOE  beUeves  that  the  benefits  of  the  natural  gas  resources  of  NPR-A  should  be  considered  now. 
During  the  10  or  more  years  between  now  and  the  commercial  development  of  NPR-A, 
substamial  shifts  in  gas  markets  and  major  improvements  in  technologies  for  gas  recovery  and 
delivery  are  anticipated.  These  changes  will  undoubtedly  prompt  reevaluation  of  projects  for 
both  pipeline  and  LNG  delivery  of  natural  gas  to  markets.  Another  developing  delivery  mode  for 
remote  sources  of  natural  gas  that  will  be  available  mthin  this  time  period  is  the  conversion  of 
natural  gas  to  middle  distillates,  termed  gas-to-liquids  (GTL)  technology.  This  technology  is 
near  commercialization  in  other  areas  of  the  world,  at  sites  where  major  "stranded"  gas  reserves 
and  marine  transportation  of  the  distillate  product  are  both  readily  available. 

There  arc  several  advantages  in  converting  gas  to  distillates  at  its  source,  compared  to  gas 
liquefaction.  For  conversion  of  North  Slope  gas,  the  product  can  he  transported  through  the 
existing  oil  pipeline,  TAPS.  Marine  transportation  of  distillates  is  substantially  less  costly  than 
the  cryogenic  infrastructure  required  for  LNG  processing  and  delivei-y,  and  sources  and  markets 
for  distillates  need  not  be  tied  together  with  long-term  contracts  as  with  LNG  projects.  Also, 
distillates,  whether  heating  oils  or  diesel  fuel,  are  genuine  international  commodities. 

The  disadvantage  for  GTL  now  is  that  the  fechnolog\'  has  not  yet  matured  to  the  level  where  it  is 
economically  viable  in  many  parts  of  the  world.  However,  ongoing  research  is  expected  to  bring 
G'f  L  costs  down  to  a  level  competitive  with  LNG  within  the  next  decade.  DOE  is  co-sponsoring 
research  with  several  industrial  concerns  to  develop  a  ceramic  membrane  that  will  reduce  the 
cost  of  the  air  separation  step  required  in  the  GTL  process.  If  successful,  this  new  technology  is 
expected  to  reduce  the  cost  of  GTL  technology  by  25  percent,  making  it  more  competitive  with 
distillates  from  crude  oil  and  less  costly  than  LNG. 

This  DOE/industry  research  is  expected  to  make  NTR-A  gas  resources  technically  and 
economically  viable  to  supply  high  quality  liquid  fuels.  A  pilot  project  for  gas-to-liquids 
technology  could  be  initiated  as  early  as  2003,  making  the  technology  commercially  available  by 
2010.    I'hat  coincides  with  expectations  to  begin  oil  production  from  the  northeastern  NPR-A  by 
2008.  So  let  us  not  discount  or  dismiss  the  important  energy,  environmental,  or  economic 
benefits  that  could  result  from  the  NTR-A  gas  resource  base. 


002 


Strive  for  a  Balanced  Multiple-Use  Policy 

Federal  lands  should  be  managed  to  achieve  a  balance  among  multiple  uses,  including 
environmental  protection,  subsistence  activities,  recreation,  minerals  recovery  and  other 
economic  purposes.  DOE  supports  rational,  reasonable,  environmentally  protective  energy 
development  and  believes  that  responsible  development  of  NPR-A  for  energy  extraction  can  be 
accomplished  in  a  way  that  meets  our  energy  policy  goals  while  achieving  good  land 
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management  results.  In  addition,  because  the'natural  gas  resources  of  NPR-A  may  well  be 
economic  to  recover,  this  development  could  make  a  significant  contribution  to  achieving  the 
Nation's  climate  cliange  goals  and  commitments.  The  Administration  should  strive  for 
consistency  in  all  three  of  these  policy  areas:  land  management,  energy,  and  environment.  This 
can  be  achieved  through  balanced  decisions  that  do  not  discount  any  one  area. 

NPR-A  does  contain  very  special  and  sensitive  environments  that  must  be  protected.  But  lands 
with  signiiicant  resource  polenlia!  do  not  have  to  be  made  off  limits  to  development  in  order  to 
prevent  unacceptable  enviromnental  degradation.  There  is  another  approach.  The  industry  can 
provide  the  needed  protection  through  the  use  of  technology  that  minimizes  surface  occupancy 
and  schedules  activities  so  as  lo  minimize  or  avoid  conflicts  with  wildlife  when  they  are  most 
vulnerable. 

Protect  the  Arctic  Eovironment  Using  Technoloey 

The  DOE  is  committed  to  ensuring  an  appropriate  level  of  environmental  protection  as  industry 
explores  and  produces  America's  vital  energy  resources,  DOE  sponsors  considerable  research 
focused  on  tcclinologics  and  practices  to  reduce  and  mitigate  the  environmental  impacts  of  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  production. 

Some  have  expressed  concern  that  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  will  result  in  unacceptable  damage  to 
the  environment  and,  therefore,  it  should  be  made  unavailable  for  leasing.  However,  because  of 
regulatory  requirements  and  advanced  technologies  and  operating  practices,  the  amount  of  land 
that  will  be  affected  by  potential  drilling  and  development  will  be  very  small. 

As  the  lAP/EIS  acknowledges,  the  petroleum  industry-  has  achieved  great  technological 
advancements  m  its  operations  over  the  past  several  decades  in  the  Arctic  North  Slope 
environment.    The  surface  footprint  of  oil  operations  has  decreased  impressively  since  the 
Prudlioe  Bay  field  was  begun.  Some  of  the  recent  advances,  discussed  in  more  detail  below, 
include: 

■  Drill  pad  size  has  decreased  more  than  80  percent,  from  65  acres  with  older  pad  designs 
to  less  than  10  acres,  and  the  required  number  of  pads  is  greatly  reduced  with  the  use  of 
horizontal  drilling.  Drilling  can  take  place  in  winter  on  ice  pads  that  leave  no  mark  on  the 
sensitive  tundra  alter  operations  are  completed. 

■  Roadless  development  is  possible  because  of  improvements  in  ice-road  and  drilling  pad 
construction,  eliminating  long-term  impacts  to  the  tundra. 

■  Used  drilling  fluids  and  rock  cuttings  arc  disposed  of  by  injecting  them  through  wells  into 
underground  formations.  There  is  no  surface  discharge  of  drilling  fluids  or  dumping  of 
drilling  wastes,  eliminating  mud-reserve  pits. 


■  Reservoir  targets  miles  away  from  the  surface  well  head  can  be  tapped  by  extended  reach 
wells.  Therefore,  fewer  drilling  pads  are  needed  to  produce  subsurface  resources. 

■  Multiple  completions  can  be  made  from  a  single  wellbore  to  increase  well  productivity 
and  reduce  the  number  of  surface  wellheads.  Fewer  wellheads  allows  a  reduction  in  pad- 
footprint  area. 

■  Advanced  seismic  data  acquisition  and  interpretation  results  in  better  drilling  efficiencies 
and  fewer  holes. 

■  Production  sites  can  be  operated  remotely  through  a  combination  of  such  technologies  as 
fiber  optics,  remote  sensing,  and  robotics,  minimizing  the  need  for  personnel  to  visit  the 
site  and  thereby  eliminating  stresses  on  caribou,  geese,  and  other  wildlife  during 
vulnerable  periods. 

■  New  construction  designs,  improved  materials,  new  technology,  and  better  operating 
practices  and  plans  have  greatly  improved  spill  prevention,  detection,  and  response, 
keeping  the  risk  of  environmental  damage  from  spills  to  a  negligible  level. 

■  Insulated  pipelines  can  be  laid  inches  above  the  surface  without  damaging  permafrost  and 
run  under  rivers  through  horizontally  drilled  tunnels. 

The  Alpine  Project  is  a  good  example  of  techno]og>'  and  operating  improvements  in  North  Slope 
development.  The  total  surface  footprint  to  develop  365  million  barrels  of  oil  will  be  only  about 
114  acres,  wliich  is  less  than  !  percent  of  the  subsurface  drainage  area.  It  will  require  the  use  of 
two  production  well  pads  to  support  100-150  weiiheads,  a  pipeline  gathering  system  to  a  central 
processing  facility,  a  3-mile  road,  a  crew  support  camp,  and  an  airstrip.  All  of  this  developmeni 
will  take  place  in  an  area  that  is  full  of  small  ponds  and  lakes.  There  will  be  no  gravel  road 
connecting  the  project  to  other  North  Slope  fields,  but  a  winter  ice  road  to  haul  large  equipment. 
Compared  with  early  Prudhoe  Bay  development,  Alpine's  surface  impact  is  greatly  reduced. 

With  advances  in  directional  drilling  technologies  and  new  rig  designs,  the  number  of  wellheads 
on  a  single  production  pad  has  been  greatly  increased,  while  the  surface  spacing  between 
wellheads  has  been  significantly  reduced,  from  1 20  to  160  feel  20  years  ago  lo  10  to  20  fee: 
today.  At  Prudhoe  Bay,  the  well  pads  occupy  65  acres  each;  niodcni  pads  only  need  9  to  1 1 
acres.  Because  of  the  smaller  area  needed  to  develop  fields,  there  is  less  of  an  impact  on  the 
environment.  This  includes  a  reduced  need  for  gravel.  In  fact,  gravel  requirements  can  be 
reduced  even  more  with  the  use  of  composite  pad  designs,  in  which  the  lower  part  of  the  pad  is 
built  using  blended  mixtures  of  sand  and  silt.  This  is  then  overlain  with  a  foam  insulation  board 
and  then  gravel.  This  technique  will  reduce  the  amount  of  gravel  needed  and  improve 
reclamation  efforts  after  the  pad  is  removed. 
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It  may  be  possible  to  eliminate  the  use  of  gravel,  sand,  and  sill  altogether  in  sensitive  or  special 
areas  by  locating  wells  on  pilings  in  small  lakes  that  are  little  used  by  wildlife.  While  this  may 
seem  a  radical  idea,  it  can  have  many  environmental  advantages,  including  essentially  zero 
surface  footprint,  low  visual  profile,  and  elimination  of  stresses  on  caribou,  geese  and  other 
wildlife.  Advanced  spill  prevention  and  detection  technologies  and  prestaging  and 
predeployment  of  spill  response  equipment  can  assure  that  the  lake  is  not  damaged  by  a  spill. 
When  operations  are  completed,  there  is  no  trace  of  human  intrusion  left. 

New  technologies  and  practices  have  also  impacted  the  disposal  of  drilling  mud  and  cuttings. 
This  has  eliminated  the  need  for  reserve  pits.  Today,  industry  reconditions  and  reuses  up  to  80 
percent  of  its  drilling  mud.  which  saves  costs  of  both  materials  and  disposal.  Clean  sand  and 
gravel  processed  from  well  cuttings  can  be  recycled  and  used  for  construction. 

Road  construction  methods  also  have  improved.  The  construclion  of  ice  roads  and  drilling  pads 
previously  used  a  great  deal  of  water.  New  construction  metliods  use  aggregate  "chips"  shaved 
from  frozen  lakes,  which  decreases  the  amount  of  water  needed  and  Uie  time  to  build  the  roads. 
Under  the  old  method,  a  road  would  be  built  at  a  rate  of  only  1-1/2  inches  per  day.  Using 
aggregate  chips,  this  rate  increases  to  4-1/2  inches  per  day.  The  same  process  is  used  in  the 
construction  of  ice  bridges  and  drilling  pads.  New  designs  for  ice  pad  construclion  have  allowed 
pads  to  remain  in  place  over  the  summer  months  and  be  reused  in  the  winter,  thus  reducing  the 
need  for  personnel  and  equipment  to  reconstruct  pads  where  drilling  takes  place  over  muhiple 
years. 

Advances  have  also  been  made  in  pipeline  construction.  The  pipeline  for  the  Alpine  field  will 
have  to  cross  the  Colville  River.  To  cross  Uic  4,000-feet-wide  river,  the  companies  will  use  a 
horizontal  directionally  drilled  (HDD)  tunnel  thai  will  be  100  feet  below  the  river  bed  and  will 
not  dismrb  the  nver's  ecology.  It  is  expected  that  any  crossings  of  large  rivers  in  the  NPR-A  also 
will  use  HDD  technology.  The  lAP/ElS  correclly  assumes  that  new  pipelines  will  not  need  to 
have  corresponding  gravel  roads,  which  will  also  reduce  the  impact  on  the  environment. 

Other  advancements  in  pipeline  teclmology  include: 

■  Flexible,  insulated  pipe,  currently  under  development,  that  can  be  laid  inches  above  the 
tundra  without  damaging  the  surface,  or  put  in  lake  beds  to  minimize  land  crossings,  and 
then  be  rolled  up  and  taken  away  when  production  is  finished. 

■  Vertical  expansion  loops  thai  greatly  reduce  the  need  for  valves,  where  most  leaks  occur. 

■  Teclmiques  for  burying  pipelines  in  permafrost  without  thawing  Ihe  surrounding  soils. 

•  Raising  pipelines  high  overhead  in  areas  where  surface  deployment  would  be  a  barrier  to 

animal  migration  or  other  wildlife  activities. 


.A.S  impressive  as  today's  cutting-edge  technology  is,  this  is  clearly  not  the  limit  of  what  can  be 
done.  Considering  the  advances  in  Arctic  operations  and  technology  that  have  been  made  by  the 
industry  during  the  past  20  years,  we  are  confident  that  impressive  improvements  will  continue 
to  be  made.  If  approval  were  granted  today  for  the  leasing  and  development  of  the  nortlieastem 
KPR-A,  production  would  not  begin  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  for  as  long  as  1 0  or  more  years. 
We  can  expect  the  technology  that  is  actually  used  at  that  time  to  be  better  still.  The  certainty  of 
continuing  improvements  should  be  taken  into  account  in  making  this  leasing  decision. 

In  summary,  through  improvements  in  technology,  industry  has  and  will  continue  to  improve  its 
operations  to  properly  protect  the  environment.  As  a  result,  instead  of  wholesale  deletions  from 
leasing,  the  required  use  of  technology  and  mitigating  measures  can  be  established  for  special 
management  areas  in  order  to  safeguard  the  cnviroiuiient.    Taking  advantage  of  advances  like 
those  described  above,  BLM  can  protect  sensitive  environmental  areas  while  still  allowing  the 
leasing  of  mineral  rights. 

Take  Advantage  of  Synergies 

Development  of  the  NPR-A  can  take  advantage  of  the  existing  infrastructure  on  the  North  Slope, 
including  Ihe  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  (TAPS),  connections  to  Uie  nearby  .AJpine  Field,  and 
other  oil  processing  and  support  facilities.  Once  these  facilities  are  gone,  NTR-A  oil  and  gas 
could  not  be  economically  produced.  In  addition,  the  infrastructure  that  would  be  built  in  NPR- 
A,  specifically  the  pipeline  system,  would  be  necessary  for  development  of  existing  offshore 
leases  adjacent  to  the  northwest  section  of  the  planning  area. 

Since  it  is  very  expensive  to  explore,  develop,  and  produce  oil  on  the  North  Slope,  large 
discoveries,  of  .500  million  barrels  or  more,  have  been  required  to  justify  the  investment  costs 
and  risks.  But  because  of  the  development  of  existing  fields,  and  with  much  required 
transportation  and  processing  infrastructure  already  in  place,  fields  of  100  lo  200  million  barrels 
are  plamied  for  new  development  and  satellite  fields  with  30  to  50  million  barrels  can  be 
economic  to  develop.  Fields  of  this  size  would  not  have  been  economic  a  decade  ago. 

The  Alpine  Field,  which  is  slated  to  begin  producing  in  2000,  is  the  largest  discovery  in  .Alaska 
since  1988,  and  one  of  the  largest  fields  discovered  in  the  U.S.  in  recent  decades.  It  is  located 
just  on  the  eastern  edge  of  NPR-A.  In  order  to  develop  the  field,  a  34.2  mile  pipeline  will  be 
constructed  to  the  Kuparuk  oil  field  processing  center,  which  will  transfer  the  oil  to  Pump  Station 
No.  1  at  the  TAPS.  With  the  added  pipeline  capacity  in  place,  together  with  processing  and 
support  facibties.  the  cost  to  develop  fields  located  in  the  NPR-A  will  be  reduced,  making  them 
more  economic  to  develop. 

In  addition  to  the  added  infrastructure  in  place  due  to  tlie  Alpine  field  dovclopmonl,  the  field  is  of 
particular  significance  because  it  has  revealed  a  new  geologic  play  in  previously  unknown  sands 
in  the  Jurassic  section.  This  new  play  may  extend  into  the  NPR-A. 
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Although  few  Arctic  offshore  fields  have  been  developed  to  date,  because  of  the  unfavorable 
economics,  there  are  substantial  kno^^Ti  petroleum  reserves  located  offshore  in  both  State  and 
Federal  waters  of  the  Beaufort  Sea.  A  number  of  prospects  have  already  been  unitized  for 
possible  development,  while  development  permits  arc  being  obtained  for  the  Northstar  and 
Liberty  projects.  A  number  of  wells  have  already  been  drilled  in  the  offshore  just  noiUi  of  the 
NPR-A  plarming  area.  Currently,  there  are  six  Federal  offshore  leases  and  several  Slate  leases 
off  the  northwest  section  of  the  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  If  sufficient  quantities  of  oil  were  found 
on  these  leases,  the  economics  to  develop  them  would  certainly  be  improved  if  there  were 
existing  onshore  infrastructure  to  support  NPR-A  development. 

For  these  reasons,  the  Nation  must  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  make  use  of  the  existing 
and  developing  infrastructure  on  the  North  Slope.  It  is  only  by  using  the  facilities  the  industry 
has  built  there  ~  pipelines,  processing  and  support  facilities  —  that  NPR-A  development  can  be 
economic,  Once  tliis  infrastructure  is  gone,  the  "reserve"  will  have  no  value  for  energy  or 
economic  security  because  the  oil  and  gas  will  not  be  economic  to  produce. 

BLM's  Resource  Estimates  Appear  Conservative 

Although  drilling  previously  occurred  in  the  NTR-A,  the  area  has  been  unavailable  for 
exploration  drilling  for  many  years.  Currently,  only  seismic  surveying  is  allowed.  Under  these 
conditions,  the  evaluation  of  undiscovered  resources  is  difficult  and  subjective,  as  described  in 
the  draft  lAP/HIS,  BLM  has  made  a  credible  effort  to  estimate  the  resources  which  could 
potentially  exist  in  the  NPR-A,  based  on  the  limited  geologic  information  available.  It  is 
important  to  note,  however,  that  the  methodology  used  by  BLM,  by  design,  leads  to  a 
conservative  estimate  of  the  economically  recoverable  oil  and  gas  resources.  The  lAP/EIS 
acknowledges  this  conservatism,  which  results  from  three  fundamental  features  of  the 
methodology  used.  The  features  are  discussed  below. 


Economic  Resource  Estimates  Assume  No  Future  Technologic^  Advances 

The  LAP/EIS  acknowledges  the  tremendous  level  of  technological  advance  that  has  occurred  in 
the  North  Slope  in  the  last  decade.  These  advances  have  extended  significantly  the  productive 
life  aud  recovery  potential  of  producing  fields,  and  have  allowed  previously  uneconomic,  smaller 
fields  to  be  developed.  The  characteristics  of  these  advances  were  discussed  above.  However, 
despite  these  gains  over  the  last  20  years,  the  methodology  used  to  assess  economic  resources  in 
the  NPR-A  assumes  no  future  technological  advances.  Even  a  modest  improvement  in 
tcchnolog>'  in  the  future  could  resuU  in  considerably  larger  estimates  of  economic  resources  in 
the  NPR-A. 
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Economic  Resource  Estimates  Do  Not  Account  for  the 
Synergistic  Effects  of  North  Slgpp  Developments 

Another  feature  of  the  methodology  used  to  estimate  economically  recoverable  resources  in  the 
NPR-A  is  that  every  prospect  considered  must  be  economically  Justifiable  on  its  own;  the 
economic  evaluation  of  the  recoverable  reserves  does  not  account  for  prospects  considered  in 
conjunction  with  each  other.  For  example,  it  does  not  account  for  the  very  likely  possibility  that 
some  reservoirs  will  be  stacked,  allowing  multiple  completions  from  single  wells  aiid.'or  shared 
use  of  gathering,  processing  and  transportation  infrastructure. 

The  evaluation  assumes  that  each  and  every  prospect  ("prospect"  is  equivalent  to  "pool"  or 
"reservoir")  that  will  be  developed  in  tiie  area  has  to  bear  the  full  cost  associated  with 
exploration,  development,  and  production,  along  with  surface  facilities  associated  with  the 
production  and  product  transportation  infrastructure.  This  will  most  assuredly  not  be  the  case 
given  (1)  the  geographically  concentrated  location  of  the  most  promising  plays  at  the  northern 
third  of  the  coastal  plain  in  association  with  the  Barrow  Arch,  and  (2)  the  presence  of  Uic  Alpine 
Field  immediately  to  the  east  of  that  area.  To  bear  the  full  development  and  transportation  costs, 
each  of  the  projects  has  to  be  much  larger  to  be  considered  economic,  compared  to  the  case 
where  some  of  the  transportation  and  production  facilities  are  shared  by  several  prospects. 
Sharing  facilities  lowers  the  capital  and  operating  costs  and  makes  smaller  prospects  suitable  for 
economic  development.  Therefore,  the  methodology  used  by  BLM  results  in  a  dramatic 
reduction  in  the  number  of  prospects  and  total  potential  resources  determined  to  be  economic  in 
the  NPR-A. 
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Ec.Q_np.rntc  Resource  Estimates  Do  Not  Account  for  the  Future  Potential  for  Natural  Gas 

As  discussed  in  some  detail  above,  not  considering  the  future  economic  potential  of  natural  gas 
resources  in  NPR-A  also  contributes  to  a  very  conservative  estimate  of  the  hydrocarbon  resource 
potential  on  the  NPR-A. 

In  summary,  these  three  features  of  the  methodology  employed  to  estimate  economic  resources 
in  the  NTR-A  result  in  a  very  conservative  assessment  of  the  NPR-A  resource  potential.  As  an 
alternative,  DOE  recommends  that  it  would  be  more  appropriate  to  use  the  estimate  of 
technically  recoverable  resources,  rather  than  the  economically  recoverable  resources,  for 
purposes  of  characteri;iing  the  economic  benefits  of  leasing  in  the  NPR-A, 

Taking  this  perspective  increases  the  potential  mean  or  expected  resource  of  the  NPR-A  planning 
area  from  a  range  of  0.5  to  2.2  billion  barrels  (depending  on  oil  price)  to  approximately  5  billion 
barrels  of  oil  equivalent  (considering  technically  recoverable  oil  afid  gas  resources).  Given  the 
fact  that  these  estimates  are  highly  uncertain,  there  is  a  chance  that  considerably  higher  volumes 
of  potential  resources  exist  witliin  the  NPR-A  planning  area.  If  NPR-A's  resources  prove  to  be 
substantially  higher  than  BLM  estimates,  that  does  not  mean  a  proportionate  increase  in  drilling 
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and  environmental  impacts.  Given  the  state  of  technology,  additional  resources  could  be 
developed  with  little  additional  disturbance.  

BLM's  Econumic  Bcncfifci  Estimates  Appear  Conservative 

DOE  believes  thai  the  BLM's  estimates  of  economic  benefits  to  tlie  State  and  Federal 
Government  from  the  leasing  and  development  of  the  northeastern  portion  of  NPR-A  may  be 
overly  conservative,  or  in  error.  First,  to  the  extent  that  the  number  of  economic  prospects  is 
underestimated,  the  volume  of  recoverable  oil  resource  is  also  underestimated.  This 
underestimate  could  result  in  reduced  estimates  of  revenues  associated  witll  lease  bids,  royalties, 
and  severance  and  other  tax  revenues  to  the  State  and  to  the  Federal  Government.    This 
conservatism  also  leads  to  State  economic  activity,  employment,  sales  taxes,  and  related 
revenues  being  underestimated.  Federal  tax  revenues  from  employment  and  corporate  earnings 
would  similarly  be  underestimated.  
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.Additionally,  it  appears  that  some  of  the  estimates  of  revenues  to  Federal,  State,  and  local 
Government  presented  in  the  lAP/EIS  are  understated,  even  given  the  economic  resource 
estimates  presented  in  the  lAP/ElS,  For  example,  referring  just  to  the  presentation  for 
.Alternative  F,  (p,  lV-F-1 9),  the  text  states  that  Slate  royalty  income  "would  bo  in  proportion  to 
production,  or  approximately  $0.25  million  for  each  1  MMBbls  of  oil  produced, . .,  or  $2.5  to  $10 
miUion  annually."  First,  royally  income  will  be  proportioned  to  both  production  and  the  price  of 
oil  at  the  wellhead  (less  the  costs  of  transportation  in  TAPS  and  by  tanker  to  market).  Second,  at 
a  royalty  rate  of  16.67%,  a  $18/Bbl  price  of  oil,  $2.80/Bbl  TAPS  tariff,  and  a  $1.53,'Bbl  tanker 
charge  (resulting  in  a  wellhead  price  of  SI  3.67),  State  royalty  revenues,  at  50  percent  of  total 
royalties,  would  be  on  the  order  of  S 1 . 1  million  for  every  1  MMBbls  of  oil  produced  or 
approximately  S20  lu  $170  million  per  year  for  the  multiple  sale  scenario,  depending  on  the 
resource  endowment  and  price  of  oil.  Similariy,  our  estimate  of  State  severance  tax  revenues  is 
on  the  order  oi  $20  to  $150  million  per  year,  not  SI. 25  to  5  million  annually  reported  in  the 
lAP./EIS. 
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Thus,  production  from  NPR-A  would  result  in  a  total  average  direct  revenue  benefit  to  the  State 
of  bet\veen  $40  million  and  $320  million  per  year  for  25  years.  Total  State  revenues  over  the  life 
of  the  KPR-A  projects  would  range  ft-om  over  $1  billion  to  almost  $9  billion.  This  is  more  than 
an  order  of  magnitude  greater  than  the  estimate  in  the  drafl  lAP/EIS. 

The  Department  of  Energy  Will  Work  With  BLM 

DOE  will  work  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  identify  advanced  technologies  and 
practices,  develop  and  implement  technological  goals  and  standards,  and  monitor  applications  in 
order  to  help  assure  that  exploration  and  development  can  proceed  with  acceptable 
environmental  impacts.  Our  technical  staff  and  reseiuch  laboratories  can  provide  expertise,  risk 
analyses,  and  other  support  to  achieve  responsible  development. 


In  addition,  DOE  recommends  that  a  multi-stakeholder  group  be  formed  to  advise  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  on  application  of  technology  to  minimize  footprint  and  other  impacts;  agree  to 
technological  goals,  standards,  and  practices;  resolve  disputes;  and  disseminate  information  on 
environmentally  sensitive  and  sustainable  development.  Members  of  this  group  would  include 
Federal  and  State  agencies,  local  government,  industry,  and  environmental  and  citizens 
organizations  that  would  like  to  cooperate  in  applying  technological  solutions  to  environmental 
issues.  The  group  would  also  serve  to  educate  the  public  about  these  solutions.  The  group's 
scope  need  not  be  limited  to  NPR-A,  but  could  address  North  Slope  operations  as  a  whole.  DOE 
would  help  to  organize  and  facilitate  such  a  group. 

One  effort  of  this  multi-stakeholder  group  could  be  the  development  of  standard  practices  on  the 
North  Slope  that  would  minimize  tlie  footprint  of  oil  and  gas  activities.  Such  standard  practices 
would  reduce  imcertainty  on  the  part  of  operators  and  would  assure  that  the  best  available 
practices  are  used.  Such  standards  could  be  implemented  through  regulation,  stipulation,  or 
published  industry  recommended  practice. 
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Conclusions  and  Recommendations 

The  Department  of  Energy  rcconunends  the  maximum  level  of  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  plamiing 
area  consistent  with  responsible  development  practices  and  protection  of  sensitive  environmental 
areas.  It  is  the  Department's  contention  that  full  consideration  of  the  iimovative  use  of  advanced 
technology  should  result  in  making  nearly  all  of  the  planning  area  available  for  lease.  Individual 
lessees  could  then  be  required  to  make  use  of  these  technologies  and  innovative  operating 
practices  to  protect  and  avoid  disturbance  of  sensitive  environmental  areas  and  wildlife  at  the 
surface  while  accessing  the  valuable  resources  that  lay  far  below.  The  consequences  of  not 
making  this  Petroleum  Reserve  available  for  lease  include  greater  dependence  on  oil  imports, 
increased  trade  deficit,  fewer  domestic  jobs,  and  foregone  development  of  other  Alaska 
resources. 

DOE  will  work  with  BLM  on  identifying  technologies  and  practices  that  can  meet  the 
demanding  environmental  requirements  of  the  North  Slope,  developing  standards  for  technology 
applications  and  protective  practices,  educating  the  public  on  technology  benefits,  and  forming 
and  facilitating  a  multi-stakeholder  group  that  will  ser\'e  to  include  all  interested  parties  in  these 
activities. 

DOE  believes  that  leasing  to  develop  oil  and  natural  gas  resources  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  is  a 
wise  and  prudent  public  policy  decision.  It  will  help  ensure  U.S.  energy  and  economic  security, 
ultimately  contribute  to  efforts  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  yield  important  economic 
benefits  to  Alaska  and  the  Nation,  and  sustain  and  facilitate  other  important  energy  and 
infrastructure  development.  While  delivering  these  benefits,  development  in  NPR-A  poses  little 
environmental  risk  if  properly  done.  With  careful  development  and  a  diligent  restoration  plan, 
sensitive  environments  can  be  protected  while  vital  energy  resources  are  produced. 
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V-99 


1657-001 

Resource  estimates  in  the  lAP/DEIS  were  generated  using  established  methodology  and  computer  models. 
The  BLM  collaborated  with  MMS  geoscientists  and  BLM  held  peer  reviews  of  this  assessment  with  State  of 
Alaska  geologists  who  generally  approved  the  methodology  and  results. 

It  is  common  knowledge  among  researchers  in  the  field  of  resource  assessment  that  there  is  no  "right 
answer"  or  "wrong  answer  when  estimating  undiscovered  petroleum  resources  in  a  partially  explored  frontier 
province.  The  true  volume  of  economically  recoverable  resources  will  remain  uncertain  until  production 
activities,  and  that  could  be  decades  from  now. 

The  standard  practice  is  to  use  economically  recoverable  resource  estimates  for  planning  and  environmental 
analyses.  Recoverable  resource  estimates  represent  a  reasonable  portrayal  of  potential  activities  under 
foreseeable  conditions.  Technically  recoverable  resource  estimates  are  unrealistic  because  almost  all  of  the 
resources  occur  in  pools  that  are  not  commercially  viable.  The  BLM  acknowledges  that  improvements  in 
technology  associated  with  exploration  and  production  are  likely  to  increase  the  volume  of  resources 
discovered  and  extracted.   However,  a  variety  of  outside  factors  could  restrict  leasing,  exploration  interest,  or 
development,  and  result  in  a  prospective  area  being  abandoned  before  its  full  potential  is  realized. 

The  resource  estimates  reported  are  used  primarily  to  scale  future  petroleum-related  activities  for 
environmental  impact  analysis.  Accordingly,  speculation  of  future  technology  (unknown  at  this  time)  or 
assumptions  regarding  future  infrastructure  which  is  uneconomic  under  current  conditions  (gas  production 
in  arctic  Alaska),  is  beyond  the  working  definition  of  "reasonable  and  foreseeable"  employed  in  this 
document. 

1657-002 

The  BLM  is  aware  of  the  research  the  Departinent  of  Energy  is  conducting  on  gas-to-liquids  (GTL) 
technology  and  acknowledges  that  gas  processing  and  transportation  using  GTL  technology  could  someday 
provide  a  viable  altemative  to  proven  liquefied  natural  gas  (LNG)  systems.  The  fundamental  question  is 
when?  When  will  a  gas  transportation  system  (GTL  or  LNG)  be  constructed  for  the  North  Slope?  When  will 
this  system  have  excess  capacity  to  handle  new  gas  resources  beyond  the  23  to  35  trillion  cubic  feet  of 
proven  reser\'es  on  the  North  Slope?  When  will  significant  new  gas  discoveries  be  made  in  the  NPR-A? 
These  unanswerable  questions  place  the  issue  of  future  gas  production  from  the  NPR-A  beyond  the  scope  of 
a  "reasonable  and  foreseeable"  scenario. 

1657-003 

The  BLM  is  aware  of  the  technological  advances  in  petroleum  engineering.  Many  of  the  advances  were 
pioneered  by  ongoing  operations  on  the  North  Slope;  therefore,  the  BLM  has  reason  to  expect  that  such 
innovations  will  continue.  The  problem  is  how  to  accurately  quantify  future  innovations  when  constructing 
computational  models — particularly  for  technology  that  has  not  been  imagined  yet.  For  example,  if  BLM 
evaluates  drilling  costs  and  completion  schedules  according  to  recent  data  available  from  the  North  Slope, 
what  are  the  costs  and  completion  schedules  for  wells  drilled  by  laser  technology,  or  is  future  technology 
feasible  in  this  geologic  setting? 

To  generate  defensible  assessinents,  BLM  is  compelled  to  assume  state-of-the-art  technology  and  cost  data 
from  actual  operations.  Resource  assessments  are  periodically  updated  to  incorporate  new  geologic  and 
engineering  information,  and  computer  models  are  often  upgraded.  Using  updated  information  and  models, 
BLM  believes  its  resource  assessment  is  realistic  and  supportable  with  regard  to  petroleum  development  in 
the  foreseeable  future. 


regional  transportation  systems)  are  shared  by  all  viable  fields.  Prospects  are  developed  (by  modeling 
simulation)  in  conjunction  with  other  nearby  prospects  in  all  geologic  plays.  Capital  costs  for  new  regional 
infrastructure  are  shared  by  all  viable  fields.  The  costs  of  using  existing  infrastructure  (pipelines,  processing 
facilities)  is  entered  as  tariffs  (from  published  data). 

Stacked  reservoirs  are  difficult  to  evaluate  without  knowledge  of  pool  locations.   Pools  in  each  play  are 
sampled  (discovered),  have  simulated  development/production,  and  arc  aggregated  into  economic  resource 
estimates.  In  some  circumstances,  stacked  plays  share  development  costs  and  produce  higher  resource 
estimates  for  that  particular  trial. 

Typically,  1,000  simulation  trials  are  run  in  the  modehng.  Outputs  from  the  trials  are  statistically  reported 
as  cumulative  probabilities.  A  different  computer  simularion  model  is  used  to  track  and  evaluate  work 
following  a  lease  sale.  In  this  Montcar  model,  the  location  of  subsurface  reservoirs  are  defined  in  relation  to 
surface  tract  boundaries.  Several  stacked  reservoirs  are  combined  into  development  simulation  models. 

Depending  on  the  timing  and  location  of  future  discoveries,  synergistic  effects  with  existing  oil  fields  are 
likely  to  lower  the  economic  threshold  for  new  fields.   However,  without  knowledge  of  timing  and  location, 
the  BLM  belies'es  it  is  speculative  to  include  possible  production  from  subcommercial  fields.   Under  certain 
circumstances,  the  fields  could  become  viable  satellites. 

1657-005 

Please  see  Responses  1657-001  and  1657-003  regarding  resource  estimates  (technically  vs  economically 
recoverable).  Please  see  Responses  1 334-010  and  1657-002  regarding  potential  natural  gas  production. 

1657-006 

Please  see  Responses  1334-010,  1657-001,  1657-002,  and  1657-003  regarding  questions  on  resource 
estimates  and  methodology. 

1657-007 

The  text  has  been  modified  to  show  increased  royalty  to  the  Federal,  State,  and  local  government  and 
severance  tax  to  the  State.  A  royalty  rate  of  16.67  percent  is  assumed  based  on  the  last  lease  sale  in  the 
NPR-A.  Charges  of  $  1 .69/bbl  for  marine  transportation,  S2.7 1/bbl  for  TAPS  tariff  and  SO.  1 4/bb  for  feeder 
pipeline,  according  to  information  from  the  State  of  Alaska,  are  used.  The  State  severance  tax  of  12.5 
percent  for  the  first  5  years  and  1 5  percent  for  the  following  years  are  used  based  on  information  from  the 
State  of  Alaska.  The  modified  text  can  be  found  in  the  sections  analyzing  economic  impacts:  IV, C.  1 1 , 
IV.D.!I,IV.E.ll,rV.F.lI,IV.G.ll,andIV.H.ll. 

1657-008 

A  research  and  monitoring  group  has  been  incorporated  into  the  Preferred  Altemative  (see  Sec.  II.F.7).  It  is 
through  this  group  that  new  technological  advancements  can  be  evaluated  and  recommended  as  standard 
practices.  As  additional  knowledge  is  acquired  about  the  resources  and  their  response  to  development,  and 
as  advancements  in  technology  occur,  standard  practices  will  evolve.  All  parties  interested  in  cooperating  in 
this  process  will  be  invited  to  participate. 


1657-004 

It  is  accurate  that  each  viable  prospect  must  individually  support  basic  construction  and  production 
equipment  costs  (pads,  wells,  sales  oil  pipelines,  and  support  facihties).  However,  the  computer  simulation 
model  is  set  up  so  that  major  infrastructure  components  (gathering  pipeline  systems,  staging  areas,  and 
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DP  Enplciaiicn  {A'Bsha)  Inc. 
900  East  Benson  Baulevard 
P.O.Box  196612 
Anchorage.  Alaska  99519-6512 
(907]  564  5i22 


March  12,  1998 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Deparlmenl  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  Slate  Office  (930) 
222  West  7"  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 


Re:       Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen: 

BP  Exploration  (Alaska)  Inc.  (BPXA)  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  submit  the 
attached  comment.s  in  response  to  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Aliiska 
Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/EnvironrneiUal  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  These  svriticn 
comments  supplement  the  oral  testimony  provided  by  BPXA  during  the  public 
hearings  on  the  DEIS  held  in  Anchorage  on  January  2 1 ,  1 998,  and  in  Washington,  DC 
on  January  26,  1998. 

BPXA  supports  responsible  development  of  NPR-A  and  specifically  Allernative  E  in 
the  DEIS.  This,  we  believe,  is  the  alternative  that  will  provide  the  greatest  industry 
interest.  This  alternative,  which  provides  for  full  leasing  of  the  planning  area,  is  the 
alternative  which  we  believe  fully  complies  with  the  Congressional  intent,  both  in 
establishing  the  NPR-A  as  a  petroleum  reserve  and  specifically  authorizing  petroleum 
production.  Enhanced  domestic  production  of  oil  and  gas  is  directly  dependent  upon 
sufficient  exploration  acreage  being  offered  in  a  timely  manner.  Therefore,  we 
commend  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  initiating  this  process  by  which  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  can  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Attached  arc  our  detailed  comments  deiUing  with  the  proposed  stipulations,  the 
scientific  database  of  the  DEIS,  evolving  oil  industry  technology,  design  and 
environmental  impact  mitigation  and  protection  of  subsistence  resources.  These 
conmicnts  arc  intended  to  help  ensure  that  the  final  decision  is  based  upon  best 
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management  practices  and  scientific  information  available.    BPXA  is  proud  of  its 
environmental  and  safety  record.    We  emphasize  a  continuing  commitment  to  a  high 
level  of  environmental  performance  and  applied  science  in  the  design  and  operation  of 
all  our  projects  on  the  North  Slope. 

BPXA  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS  and  looks  forward  to 
reviewing  the  Final  EIS.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  our  comments,  please 
contact  Mr.  Pete  Zseleczky,  Land  Manager-Alaska,  at  (907)  564-5083. 


Sincerel;^ 


Richard  C.  Campbell 

Attachment 

cc:        Tom  Allen,  State  Director,  BLM/Alaska 
Judy  Brady,  AOGA 
Senator  Frank  Murkowski 
Commissioner  John  Shively,  ADNR 
Senator  Ted  Stevens 

Deborah  Williams,  Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary,  DOI 
Congressman  Don  Young 
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BP  EXPLORATION  (ALASKA)  INC. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE 

NORTHEAST  NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE-ALASKA 

DRAFT  INTEGRATED  ACTIVITY  PLAN  /  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS 


past  25  years.    Our  detailed  comments  address  thie  practicality  of  the  stipulations  in 
light  of  the  scientific  data. 

BPXA  recommends  that  the  extensive  list  of  stipulations  be  re-evaluated  such  that  only 
those  that  are  scientifically  defensible  and  practical  to  implement  are  adopted. 

Scientific  Data  Base  of  DEIS 


Support  of  Alternative  E 

BP  Exploration  (Alaska)  Inc.  (BPXA)  supports  Alternative  E  in  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  This  is  the  only  alternative  which  provides  adequate 
prospective  acreage  for  exploration  that  may  generate  sufficient  bids  and  industry 
interest.  Further,  this  alternative,  which  provides  full  leasing  of  the  planning  area,  is  the 
only  alternative  that  fully  complies  with  the  Congressional  intent  in  establishing  the  area 
in  1923  as  a  petroleum  reserve.  Due  to  its  oil  and  gas  potential.  Congress  In 
December,  1980,  enacted  legislation  specifically  authorizing  petroleum  production  in 
the  NPR-A  (PL  96-514).  Given  this  legislative  history,  BPXA  believes  the  entire  NPR-A 
should  be  made  available  for  leasing  in  a  phased  and  appropriate  schedule.  However, 
because  the  planning  area  includes  only  the  northeast  portion  of  the  reserve,  we 
support  Alternative  E.  Within  this  area,  as  acknowledged  in  the  DEIS,  lies  the  most 
prospective  acreage  designated  to  have  high  oil  potential;  it  is  essential  that  this 
acreage  be  offered  for  leasing. 

Stipulations 

The  DEIS  proposed  82  stipulations  intended  to  avoid  or  minimize  adverse 
environmental  and  socio-economic  impacts.  While  a  number  of  these  measures  reflect 
current  industry  practice  and/or  existing  regulatory  provisions,  BPXA  questions  the 
philosophy  of  proposing  so  many  general  stipulations.  BPXA  believes  that  oil  and  gas 
activities  are  best  regulated  through  site  specific  and  project  specific  mitigation 
measures  developed  through  evaluation  of  industry  plans  of  operation. 

There  is  also  a  presumption  in  a  number  of  the  proposed  stipulations  that  extensive 
areal  and/or  seasonal  prohibitions  on  oil  and  gas  activities  are  the  only  viable 
mechanisms  for  environmental  protection.  For  example,  the  overlap  of  setbacks  (buffer 
zones)  and  exclusion  areas  in  the  northeast  quadrant  of  the  planning  area  appears  to 
virtually  preclude  surface  activities  over  most  of  the  area  for  part  or  the  whole  of  a  year. 
Notwithstanding  the  important  environmental  resource  values  of  the  area,  such 
extensive  management  tools  are  clearly  not  supported  by  the  record  of  oil  and  gas 
activities  elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope  and  the  scientific  data  base  developed  over  the 


The  authors  of  the  DEIS  are  to  be  commended.  Preparation  of  the  DEIS  clearly 
involved  assembling  and  analyzing  a  large  scientific  data  base  on  the  environment  and 
other  resources  of  the  North  Slope  and  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas  development. 
However,  the  DEIS  can  be  considerably  improved  and  modified  through  consideration 
of  additional  literature  resources,  particularly  those  relating  lo  caribou  and  fish.  BPXA 
has  provided  in  our  detailed  comments  (below)  key  additional  literature  citations  that  in 
our  opinion  need  to  be  reviewed.  Many  of  these  citations  relate  to  the  impacts  of  oil 
and  gas  leasing  in  NPR-A.  Further,  much  of  this  literature  is  in  peer-reviewed  journals 
or  represents  the  work  of  joint  industry  and  agency  studies.  The  DEIS  can  be  further 
improved,  as  our  detailed  comments  note,  by  providing  closer  correlation  between 
impact  conclusions  and  literature  cited  in  the  bibliography. 


Oil  Industry  Technoloov,  Design  and  Environmental  Impact  Miliqation 

The  authors  of  the  DEIS  have  done  a  reasonable  job  of  reviewing  Section  IV. A,  Oil 
Industry  Exploration  and  Development  Technology  on  the  North  Slope.  However,  as  a 
basis  for  impact  assessment,  this  evaluation  could  be  expanded  in  such  areas  as 
project  siting  and  land  use  (e.g.,  wetland  values),  pre-construction  studies,  waste 
management  (not  just  muds  and  cuttings  disposal),  and  air  and  water  quality  protection. 


Subsistence 

BPXA  recognizes  that  protection  of  subsistence  resources  and  lifestyles  are  critical 
goals  in  developing  a  leasing  program  and  mitigation  measures  for  NPR-A.  As  such, 
BLM  should  ensure  that  mechanisms  are  in  place  that  insure  local  involvement  among 
subsistence  users  and  oil  companies  and  that  impose  the  minimum  of  bureaucracy. 

BPXA  provides  below  a  detailed  summary  of  comments  organized  to  correspond  to  the 
chapters/sections  contained  in  the  DEIS. 
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BPXA  Comments/NPH-A  DEIS 


BPXA  Comments/niPR-A  DEIS 
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I. 


INTRODUCTION 


BPXA  strongly  supports  the  recognition  in  the  DEIS  that  the  NPR-A  has  historically 
been  designated  by  both  the  President  and  the  Congress  as  a  petroleum  reserve,  in 
1923  President  Warren  G.  Harding  signed  an  executive  order  establishing  this  area  as 
the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4.  This  same  area  was  later  designated  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve  -Alaska  to  be  managed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The 
Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976  (NPRPA)  provided  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  with  the  authority  to  conduct  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  in  the 
NPR-A,  subject  to  "such  conditions,  restrictions  and  prohibitions  as  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  mitigate  reasonably  foreseeable  and  significantly 
adverse  effects  on  the  surface  resources  of  the  NPR-A." 


It  is  well  established  that  North  Slope  oil  and  gas  activities  have  evolved  considerably 
since  the  advent  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oilfield.  The  DEIS  recognizes  the  major  recent 
advances  in  oil  industry  technology  on  the  North  Slope,  including  many  environmental 
mitigation  and  protection  measures.  Best  management  practices  such  as  new  drilling 
technology,  vastly  reduced  surface  footprints  and  advances  in  waste  management  have 
considerably  reduced  the  potential  for  environmental  impacts.  For  these  reasons  it  is 
appropriate  to  make  the  entire  planning  area  available  for  leasing.  However,  should  the 
BLM  consider  it  necessary,  for  whatever  reason,  to  reduce  the  acreage  available  for 
leasing,  under  no  circumstances  should  the  area  designated  with  high  oil  potential  in 
Figure  II.A.1.a(3)-1 1  be  deleted.  This  area  is  essential  to  ensure  that  there  will  be  a 
viable  future  oil  and  gas  sale.  We  firmly  believe  that  this  area  can  be  leased  with  little 
to  no  adverse  impact  to  the  environment  or  (he  subsistence  uses  in  the  area. 


The  NPR-A  has  a  long  history  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  has  been  the  subject  of 
several  prior  lease  sales.  Fifteen  wells  have  been  drilled  in  the  planning  area  and  a 
considerable  amount  of  geologic  investigation,  including  seismic  research,  has  already 
been  conducted.  Much  of  the  information  resulting  from  this  work  is  referenced  or 
included  in  the  DEIS.  As  discussed  in  the  DEIS,  this  information  indicates  that  there  is 
a  strong  potential  for  commercial  discoveries  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A,  particularly  given 
the  recent  extension  of  the  pipeline  and  related  infrastructure  to  the  Alpine  Field  in  the 
adjacent  Colville  River  delta. 

Congress  also  provided  that  the  development  of  the  NPR-A  should  occur  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  total  energy  needs  of  the  nation.  Certainly  there  is  no  dispute  that 
the  nation's  dependence  upon  foreign  energy  sources  has  continued  to  accelerate. 
The  DEIS  recognizes  that  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  including  the  NPR-A,  is  important 
to  the  future  of  this  nation's  domestic  oil  supply.  This  area  currently  contributes  about 
20  percent  of  domestic  oil  production.  However,  this  production  is  currently  in  decline. 
As  recognized  in  the  DEIS,  the  ability  to  explore  and  develop  additional  resources  In  the 
NPR-A  could  help  stem  this  decline. 

II.        ALTERNATIVES 

The  only  alternative  that  realistically  addresses  the  primary  focus  of  the  DEIS  to 
analyze  the  potential  use  of  the  planning  area  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  Alternative  E. 
Alternative  E  allows  the  opportunity  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  entire  planning  area, 
but  leaves  the  timing  and  extent  of  individual  lease  sales  to  the  BLfVI.  Furthermore, 
Alternative  E  includes  numerous  stipulations  intended  to  address  environmental  and 
subsistence  concerns. 


BPXA  does  not  object  to  the  establishment  of  the  special  areas  proposed  in  Alternative 
E,  provided  that  these  areas  will  continue  to  be  offered  for  leasing,  subject  to  identified 
stipulations.  Also  please  note  our  comments  below  on  several  of  the  proposed 
stipulations.  Given  our  experience  in  field  operation  on  the  slope,  these  comments  are 
intended  to  help  make  the  stipulations  more  practicable  and  predictable. 

Stipulations 


The  directive  verbs  in  sentences  within  several  proposed  stipulations  commingle  the 
mandatory  "shall"  or  "must"  with  the  more  permissive  "will"  and  the  most 
permissive  "may  or  should"  (i.e.  Stipulations  #7  and  #13).  It  is  recommended  that 
each  stipulation  be  carefully  reviewed  to  ensure  that  the  directive  verbs  in  each 
stipulation  are  internally  consistent. 


Some  stipulations  require  specific  actions  of  the  lessee  that  would  ordinarily  occur 
only  after  the  Administrative  Officer  (AO)  has  made  a  specific  determination.  These 
stipulations  should  be  amended  to  first  require  the  actions  expected  of  the  AO  in 
order  to  avoid  placing  an  undue  burden  upon  the  lessee.  An  example  is  found  in 
Stipulation  #36  whereby  the  lessee  "should  place  the  pipeline  on  the  appropriate 
side  of  the  road."  In  order  to  avoid  later  conflicts,  including  possible  pipeline 
relocations,  the  AO  should  first  be  required  to  concur  with  the  lessee's  decision 
concerning  appropriate  pipeline  and  road  placement.  Similariy,  it  should  be 
specified  that  it  is  the  AO  who  determines  the  date  when  seismic  ground  work  may 
begin  under  Stipulation  #20.j.,  not  the  lessee.  All  stipulations  should  be  reexamined 
to  ensure  that  the  actions  appropriate  for  the  AO  as  lessor  are  specified  prior  to 
requiring  implementing  actions  by  the  lessee. 
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The  provision  in  tfie  DEIS  which  allows  the  AO  to  modify  or  vyaive  stipulation 
provisions  in  certain  instances  is  essential.  However,  the  list  of  the  specific 
instances  which  provide  for  consideration  of  such  waivers  should  include  the 
following  (Page  11-27): 

g.  if  the  proponent  of  an  activity  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  AO  that  a 
modification  or  waiver  of  a  restriction  is  necessary  in  order  to  apply  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMP'sl  to  the  situation. 

This  addition  will  enable  a  lessee  to  deal  more  effectively  with  a  situation,  rather 
than  forcing  blind  adherence  to  a  less  desirable  management  practice. 


In  Section  II,  Alternatives,  the  stipulations  offered  generally  are  appropriate  for 
protection  of  fish  resources,  although  the  large  set-asides  (buffer  strips)  around 
lakes  and  streams  seem  excessive  to  protect  fish.  Experience  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay 
region  indicates  that  no  adverse  effects  on  fish  have  resulted  from  the  existing 
onshore  infrastructure,  including  effects  of  pads  and  roads  close  to  lakes  and 
streams.  Stipulation  27  dealing  with  causeways  is  unclear.  It  prohibits  causeway 
and  dock  development  in  river  mouths  or  deltas.  Experience  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay 
region  indicates  that  the  effects  on  fish  from  causeway  development  in  the  delta  of 
the  Sagavanirktok  River  have  been  benign.  Fish  freely  move  through  the  breaches 
in  the  Endicott  Causeway,  and  around  its  seaward  face;  no  fish  blockage  occurs. 
Water  exchange  occurs  through  the  breaches,  and  freshwater  flow  circulates  past 
both  sides  of  the  structure  from  the  Sagavanirktok  Delta  disthbutaries.  Studies 
sponsored  by  industry  since  1985  indicate  that  the  Endicott  Causeway  has  not 
affected  fish  populations.  The  results  of  over  a  decade  of  monitoring  causeways 
indicates  that  the  locations  of  coastal  development  structures  should  be  judged 
individually,  based  on  such  considerations  as  fish  species  present,  geographic 
location  of  the  structure,  size,  and  other  information. 


Specific  Comments  on  Stipulations 

Solid  and  Liquid  Waste  Handling,  Hazardous-Material  Disposal  and  Cleanup 

Stipulations  1  through  6  -  No  comment. 


For  oil  and  gas  related  activities,  a  Hazardous-Materials  Emergency-Contingency 
Plan  must  be  prepared  and  Implemented  prior  to  transportation,  storage,  or  use  of 
fuel.  Staff  shall  be  instructed  In  the  procedures  to  follow.  The  plan  should  include  a 
set  of  procedures  to  ensure  prompt  response,  notification,  and  cleanup  should 
hazardous  substances  be  spilled  or  if  there  is  a  threat  of  a  release.  This  plan  should 
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include  a  list  of  resources  available  for  response  (e.g.,  Iieavy-equlpment  operators, 
spill-cleanup  materials  or  companies),  and  names  and  phone  numbers  of  Federal, 
State,  and  NSB  contacts. 

Comment:  The  way  the  first  sentence  of  this  stipulation  reads,  it  can  be  interpreted 
to  mean  that  no  use  of  any  motorized  craft  which  runs  on  fuel  (e.g.,  rolligons, 
snowmachines,  aircraft,  etc.)  is  allowed  until  a  contingency  plan  is  prepared.  BPXA 
operates  under  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  for  fuel  handling.  We  suggest 
that  the  first  sentence  be  revised  1o  apply  only  to  transportation  and  storage  of  fuel 
or  to  otherwise  clarify  that  BMPs  will  be  used  for  fuel  handling  related  to 
transportation  vehicles. 
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No  comment. 


Fuel,  other  petroleum  products,  and/or  other  liquid  chemicals  designated  by  the  AO, 
whether  in  excess  of  660  gallons  in  a  single  tank  or  in  excess  of  1 ,320  gallons  In 
multiple  containers,  shall  be  stored  within  an  Impermeable  lined  and  diked  area 
capable  of  containing  110  percent  of  the  stored  volume.  The  storage  area  shall  be 
located  at  least  500  feet  from  any  river,  lake,  or  stream  with  the  exception  of  small 
caches  for  motor  tx^ats  and  float  planes.  Material  used  as  a  liner  must  be  capable 
of  remaining  impermeable  during  typical  weather  extremes  expected  throughout  the 
storage  period. 

Comment:  This  stipulation  does  not  allow  for  mobile  fuel  storage.  Typically  seismic 
operations  tow  4,000  to  5,000  gallon  tanks  on  a  sled-mounted  skid.  At  times  the 
tanks  may  be  in  the  same  location  for  a  few  days.  It  is  impractical  to  store  these 
towed  tanks  in  an  impermeable  lined  and  diked  area.  This  stipulation  should  either 
exclude  seismic  operations  or  clarify  what  type  of  secondary  containment  is  required 
for  seismic  operations.  


Stipulations  10  and  11  -  No  comment. 


12.  No  refueling  o1  equipment  shall  occur  within  500  feet  of  the  water's  edge  of  any  lake 
or  stream,  with  the  exception  of  refueling  of  motor  boats,  snowmachines,  and  float 
planes. 

Comment:  Due  to  the  numerous  water  bodies  in  the  NPR-A,  a  500  foot  setback  for 
refueling  is  excessive.  The  industry  standard  buffer  of  100  feet  should  be 
employed.  Also,  the  buffer  is  normally  only  required  at  fish  beanng  streams,  lakes, 
and  rivers.  We  suggest  helicopters,  and  airplanes  on  skis  and  wheels  be  added  to 
the  list  of  exceptions. 
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stipulations  13  through  16  -  No  comment. 


17.  Within  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  (Fig.  II.B.2),  water  extraction  from  any  lake 
used  by  molting  geese  shall  not  alter  hydrologlcal  conditions  that  could  adversely 
affect  identified  goose-feeding  habitat  along  lakeshore  margins. 

Comment:  BPXA  requests  that  the  AO  allow  water  withdrawals  in  the  Goose 
Molting  Habitat  LUEA,  it  after  consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  it 
is  determined  that  any  alteration  of  the  hydrologlcal  conditions  will  not  have  an 
adverse  affect  on  the  goose  feeding  habitat.  


18.  Except  for  approved  crossings,  alteration  of  the  banl<s  of  a  watenway  Is  prohibited, 
Clearing  of  willows  along  the  riparian  zone  is  prohibited. 

Comment:  BPXA  suggests  that  the  language  relating  to  willows  be  changed  to 
read,  °f\/lovement  of  equipment  through  willow  stands  shall  be  avoided  where 
possible."  This  would  malte  the  stipulation  consistent  with  the  standard  stipulation 
used  by  the  State,  NSB,  and  Alaska  Coastal  IWanagement  Program. 


Overland  Moves  and  Seismic  Work 


19.  Seismic  work  Is  not  allowed  within  1,200  feet  of  any  cabin  or  known,  long-term 
occupied  campsite  without  permission  of  the  AO. 

Comment:  Is  there  an  inventory  of  long-term  occupied  campsites?  This  provision  is 
unrealistic  without  an  inventory  tied  to  a  map  or  legal  description.  Furthermore, 
seismic  worl<  is  of  extremely  short-term  duration  and  is  conducted  during  the  winter 
season  only  and  should  pose  no  conflict  with  subsistence  uses.  This  stipulation  is 
unnecessary. 


20.  The  following  restrictions  apply  to  overland  moves,  seismic  work,  and  any  similar 
use  of  heavy  equipment  (ottier  than  actual  excavations  as  part  of  construction)  on 
unroaded  surfaces: 

a.  Because  polar  bears  are  known  to  den  predominantly  within  25  miles  of  the 
coastline  in  tfie  deeply  drifted  areas  (6  feet  or  greater)  adjacent  to  the  high  cut 
banks  of  drainages,  seismic-program  lines  and  overland  moves  should  be  aligned  to 
avoid  such  areas  by  V4  mile,  if  feasible.  The  cutting  or  compaction  of  such  drffted 
snow  Is  prohibited  within  25  miles  of  the  Beaufort  Sea.  Activities  are  prohibited 
within  1  mile  of  known  or  observed  polar  bear  dens;  obtain  locations  from  U.S. 
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Department  of  the  Interior,  Rsh  and  Wildlife  Service,  (907)  786-3800.  Operators  are 
encouraged  to  apply  tor  a  letter  of  authorization  from  FWS  to  conduct  activities  in 
polar  traar  denning  areas. 

Comment:  There  are  6  foot  drifts  of  snow  all  along  the  rivers.  If  this  stipulation  is 
enforced,  hundreds  of  square  miles  of  land  wouid  be  excluded.  The  word 
"compaction"  should  be  clarified  to  exclude  incidental  compaction  such  as  occurs 
when  driving  a  vehicle  over  a  snow  drift.  
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c.  Travel  up  and  down  stream  beds  is  prohibited  to  help  avoid  disturbance  to 
riparian  vegetation,  stream-channel  morphology,  and  resident  fish  populations. 

Comment:  This  stipulation  could  actually  do  more  harm  to  stream  beds  since  traffic 
moving  near  a  meandering  stream  will  have  to  make  multiple  crossings  of  the  river 
instead  of  simply  traveling  along  the  river.  Multipte  crossings  will  increase  risk  of 
bank  erosion,  which  is  probably  more  damaging  than  incidental  compaction. 
Appropriately  conducted,  as  conditioned  by  typical  tundra  travel  and  fish  habitat 
stipulations,  travel  up  and  down  river  channels  can  be  done  in  an  environmentally 
sound  manner  as  is  done  routinely  in  other  areas  on  the  North  Slope.  There  is  no 
scientific  evidence  that  demonstrates  that  vehicular  compaction  causes  enough 
freezedown  to  harm  stream-channel  morphology  and  resident  fish  populations. 
Also,  this  stipulation  contradicts  stipulation  20.d  (see  below). 


il.   Crossing  of  watenvay  courses  shall  be  made  using  a  low-angle  approach  In 
order  to  not  disrupt  the  natural  stream  or  lake  bank. 

Comment:  This  is  a  valid  stipulation  and  consistent  with  BMPs. 

i.  When  multiple  trips  over  the  same  trails  are  taken,  vehicles  will  not  utilize  the 
same  tracks,  thereby  reducing  the  possibility  of  ruts. 

Comment:  This  restriction  should  exempt  ice  roads.  The  very  purpose  of  ice  roads 
is  to  encourage  vehicular  access  across  a  singular  roadway  to  eliminate  adverse 
impacts  to  the  tundra.  Also,  although  this  is  a  good  practice  most  of  the  time,  some 
occasions  warrant  single  file  travel  (e.g.,  when  moving  through  willow  stands,  near 
river  bluffs  or  deep  lakes  to  increase  safety,  near  archaeological  sites,  etc.).  We 
suggest  adding  the  words  "if  feasible"  to  this  stipulation. 


j.  Ground  operations  are  to  begin  only  after  the  seasonal  frost  in  the  tundra  and 
underlying  mineral  soils  has  reached  a  depth  of  12  inches,  and  the  average  snow 
cover  Is  6  inches  deep. 
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Comment:    Add  "The  exact  date  will  be  determined  by  the  AO"  to  the  end  ot  this     I  "^^ 

ctiniilafinn  ' 


Stipulation 
Oil  and  Gas  Exploratory  Drilling 

Stipulations  21  and  22  -  No  comnnent. 


23.  Exploratory  drilling  Is  not  allowed  within  1 ,200  feet  of  any  cabin  or  known,  long-term 
occupied  campsite  without  written  permission  of  the  BLM. 

Comment:  Similar  to  the  comments  in  response  to  Stipulation  #19,  above,  this 
language  is  difficult  to  apply  without  an  inventory  of  long-term  occupied  campsites. 
Any  Impacts  to  cabins  or  long-term  occupied  campsites  can  be  addressed  by 
individual  permits  for  exploratory  drilling.  Also,  change  "BLM"  to  "AO." 


Facility  Design  and  Construction 

24.  No  comment. 


25.  Permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  (e.g.,  gravel  roads,  pads,  airstrips,  material  sites), 
excluding  pipelines,  will  not  be  permitted  within  a  1,64G-foot  buffer  zone  sun-ounding 
all  goose-molting  lakes,  and  within  a  3,280-foot  buffer  zone  sun'ounding  all  high-use 
lakes  within  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA.  Goose-molting  lakes  will  t>e  identified 
by  the  AO  in  consultation  with  FWS. 

Comment:  The  need  for  any  buffer  around  these  areas  should  be  determined  on  a 
case  by  case  basis.  Clearly  there  is  no  need  for  a  year-round  exclusion  due  to  the 
short  length  of  the  summer  molting  season.  The  requirement  that  "permanent  oil 
and  gas  facilities,  excluding  pipelines,  must  be  set  back  at  least  3,280  ft.  from  all 
high  use  lakes  within  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA"  should  be  deleted.  Our 
review  of  the  scientific  Information  suggests  that  these  buffer  distances  appear  to  be 
somewhat  arbitrary. 


26.  To  protect  cruciai  caribou  movement  corridors  for  Insect  relief  within  2  miles  of  the 
Beaufort  Sea  coastline  Including  inlets  and  the  Kogru  River  east  of  152  36'30"  west 
longitude,  the  only  oil  and  gas  permanent  surface  occupancy  permitted  will  be  that 
determined  necessary  by  the  AO,  because  other  locations  are  either  technically 
unfeasible  or  economically  prohibitive.  Examples  of  structures  likely  to  bo 
considered  necessary  under  these  criteria  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to:  (1)  a 
staging  area,  causeway,  or  dock  that  requires  a  year-round  road  to  the  inland  area; 
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(2)  a  seawater-treatment  plant  and  associated  pipeline  or  road;  and  (3)  a 
production  pad  and  associated  pipeline  for  an  oilfield  that  cannot  be  produced  from 
outside  the  2-mile  zone.  Airports,  camps,  and  some  types  ot  processing  facilities 
are  not  likely  to  be  considered  necessary.  When  submitting  a  development  and 
production  plan  that  Includes  structures  In  this  2-mil6  zone,  the  lessee  shall 
demonstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  AO,  in  consultation  with  the  State  and  NSB, 
the  need  for  the  location  of  permanent  surface  occupancy  of  structures  within  this 
zone. 

Comment:  This  stipulation  is  not  scientifically  based  and  should  be  deleted.  There 
are  numerous  studies  of  the  Impacts  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  on  caribou  that  prove 
mitigative  measures  can  be  taken  lo  off-set  impacts  (e.g.,  elevated  or  buried 
pipelines).  Any  Impacts  can  be  addressed  In  the  approval  of  a  development  and 
production  plan.  (See  (page  18)  list  of  additional  literature  that  the  EIS  authors 
should  consult.) 
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7.  Causeways  and  docks  shall  not  be  located  in  river  mouths  or  deltas.  Artificial  gravel 
islands  and  bottom-founded  structures  may  not  be  located  in  river  mouths  or  active 
stream  channels  on  river  deltas,  except  as  provided  in  the  paragraph  above. 

Comment:  See  previous  comments  on  page  4  regarding  causeways.  Add  the  work 
"generally"  to  the  beginning  of  the  first  sentence  to  make  it  consistent  with  the  rest 
of  the  stipulation.  


28.  Two  nan'ow  land  corridors  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Beaufort  Sea  have 
been  Identified  as  crucial  carit>ou  movement  corridors.  These  areas  lie  northwest 
and  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  (Fig.  E-5).  Within  these  two  identified  areas,  the 
following  requirements  may  be  imposed. 

d.  No  permanent  surface  facilities  may  be  sited  within  a  zone  extending  4  miles 
eastward  from  the  eastern  shore  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  in  the  area  between  the  lake 
and  Kogru  Inlet,  as  depicted  on  Figure  E-5. 

Comment:  After,  "No  permanent  surface  facilities,  add  "excluding  pipelines"  to 
make  It  consistent  with  the  rest  of  the  stipulation  (e.g.,  28c  which  states,  "Burial  of 
pipelines  may  be  required").  (See  (page  18)  list  of  additional  literature  that  the  EIS 
authors  should  consult.) 

Stipulations  29  through  32  -  No  comment. 
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33.  Within  the  Goosa  Molting  l-labltat  LUEA,  oil  and  gas  faciiity  layout  shall  Incorporate 
features  (e.g.,  temporary  fences,  siting/orientation)  that  screen/shield  human  activity 
from  view  of  any  goose-moiting  lake,  as  identified  by  the  AO  in  consultation  with 
FWS,  within  3  kilometers. 

Comment:  The  scientific  rationale  for  this  stipulation  is  not  stated.  BPXA  believes 
that  placement  of  temporary  fences,  etc..  could  have  more  of  a  detrimental  effect  on 
geese  and  other  wildlife  than  the  human  activity  that  is  being  screened  from  their 
view. 
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Stipulations  34  and  35  -  No  comment. 


:i(<.  To  minimize  delay  or  deflection  of  caribou  movements,  lessees  should  place  the 
pipeline  on  the  appropriate  side  of  the  road  (depending  upon  general  caribou 
movements  in  the  area). 

Comment:     This  stipulation  is  unnecessary  since  pipeline  placement  would  be 
addressed  during  review  of  the  Plan  of  Operations.  


37.  No  comment. 


38.  At  a  minimum,  above  ground  pipelines  shall  be  elevated  5  feet,  as  measured  from 
the  ground  to  the  bottom  of  the  pipe,  except  where  the  pipeline  intersects  a  road, 
pad,  or  a  ramp  installed  to  facilitate  wildlife  passage.  The  AO,  in  consultation,  with 
ADF&G,  may  make  an  exception  if  no  feasible  and  prudent  way  exists  to  meet  the 
requirement. 

Comment:  Change  the  first  sentence  to  read  "shall  be  elevated  at  least  five  feet." 


39.  Surface  occupancy  for  the  placement  of  any  oil  and  gas  (acillty,  including  roads, 
airstrips,  and  pipelines,  will  be  prohibited  in  the  Fish  Habitat  LUEA  at  the  distances 
identified: . . . 

Comment:  Change  to  read  "surface  occupancy  for  the  placement  of  any  permanent 
oil  and  gas  facility."  Also,  our  previous  comment  on  buffer  strips  to  protect  fish 
(page  5)  applies  to  this  stipulation. 


-to.  Gravel  mining  sites  required  for  development  activities  will  be  restricted  to  the 
minimum  necessary  to  develop  the  field  efficiently  and  with  minimal  environmental 
damage.  Where  feasible  and  prudent,  gravel  sites  must  be  designed  and 
constructed  to  function  as  water  reservoirs  for  future  use.    Gravel  mine  sites  must 
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not  be  located  within  an  active  floodplain  of  a  watercourse  unless  the  AO,  In 
consultation  with  ADF&G,  determines  that  there  Is  no  feasible  and  prudent 
alternative,  or  that  a  floodplain  site  would  enhance  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  after 
mining  operations  are  completed  and  the  site  is  closed. 

Comment:  Because  there  is  little  to  no  gravel  present  in  much  of  the  planning  area, 
it  is  likely  that  gravel  for  any  authorized  development  will  need  to  be  transported  Into 
the  NPR-A  from  the  closest  feasible  source  outside  NPR-A,  such  as  the  Colville 
River  area.  Therefore,  as  proposed,  this  stipulation  would  preclude  the  lessee  from 
obtaining  gravel  from  the  Colville  River  floodplain,  thereby  necessitating  long  and 
expensive  hauls  of  gravel  from  other  upland  sources  on  the  North  Slope.  This 
additional  haulage  is  likely  to  cause  greater  environmental  impact  than  the  simple 
act  of  removing  gravel  from  a  nearby  floodplain  source.  This  stipulation  should  be 
revised  to  eliminate  the  last  sentence.  Through  the  use  of  stipulations/guidelines 
and  mining  plan  approvals,  the  instream  gravel  use  can  have  minimal  impacts. 
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41.  Facilities,  roads,  airstrips,  and  pipelines  will  be  sited  out  of  the  active  floodplain  of 
rivers  and  creeks  with  a  minimum  setback  of  500  feet  and  500  feet  away  from  fish- 
bearing  lake  basins. 

Comment:  Delete  the  word  "basins"  at  end  of  sentence  and  conclude  with  the  word 
"lakes."  The  intent  is  to  protect  the  waterbody,  not  to  setback  development  from  an 
entire  watershed.  See  our  previous  comment  on  buffer  strips  to  protect  fish  (page 
5). 


42.  No  comment. 


43.  The  natural  drainage  pattern  will  be  Identified  prior  to  and  maintained  during  and 
after  construction.  Any  fill  placed  adjacent  to  a  stream  or  lake  will  be  armored  to 
limit  erosion  from  flooding  or  wave  action.  Cross-drainage  structures  will  be  sited, 
maintained,  and  properly  abandoned  to  prevent  impoundments  or  alteration  of  local 
or  areawide  hydrology. 

Comment:  It  does  not  make  sense  to  require  the  use  of  armored  fill  adjacent  to  a 
stream  or  lake  unless  it  is  anticipated  that  a  flood  event  will  occur  or  hydrological 
condilions  warrant.  IVlost  lakes  and  many  streams  in  the  planning  area  do  not 
experience  annual  flood  events.  Furthermore,  the  use  of  armored  fill  may  alter 
riparian  vegetation  and  pose  barriers  to  wildlife  use  and  passage.  The  application  of 
armored  fill  should  occur  only  within  a  documented  floodplain  area. 
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Stipulations  44  through  47  -  No  comment. 
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48.  Lessees  must  minimize  the  impact  of  industrial  development  on  key  wetlands.  Key 
wetlands  are  those  wetlands  that  are  Important  to  fish,  waterfowl,  and  shoreblrds 
because  of  their  high  value  or  scarcity  In  the  region.  Lessees  must  Identify  on  a 
map  or  aerial  photograph  the  largest  surface  area.  Including  future  expansion  areas, 
within  which  a  facility  Is  to  be  sited  or  an  activity  Is  to  occur.  The  AO  will  consult  with 
FWS  to  Identify  key  wetlands.  To  minimize  Impact,  the  lessee  must  avoid  siting 
facilities  in  the  identified  wetlands  unless  no  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  exist. 
Key  wetland  types  Included  (but  are  not  limited  to)  fish-bearing  lakes  and  streams, 
riparian  shrub,  and  the  following  classes  described  by  Bergman  et  al.  (1977): 
shallow  and  deep-Arctophila  ponds,  deep-open  lakes,  basin-complex  wetlands,  and 
coastal  wetlands. 

Comment:  Key  wetlands  have  not  yet  been  identified  in  the  planning  area.  The 
process  identified  in  this  stipulation  calls  for  identification  of  key  wetlands  by  the  AO 
in  consultation  with  the  USFWS.  Since  the  US  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  is  the 
federal  agency  responsible  for  wetland  permitting,  BPXA  suggests  that  they  be 
included  in  the  consultation  process.  Also,  BPXA's  standard  operating  procedures 
used  when  developing  a  Plan  of  Operations  for  any  project  involves  identifying  key 
wetland  areas  and  ways  in  which  to  minimize  impacts  on  those  areas  (e.g., 
reconfiguration  of  a  pad,  alternative  pipeline  routes,  etc.).  This  standard  operating 
procedure  should  be  taken  into  account  by  the  AO. 
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49.  No  surface  occupancy  tor  oil  and  gas  development  will  be  allowed  within  1  mile  of 
known  long-term  cabins  or  long-term  campsites,  except  that  pipelines  and  roads 
would  be  allowed  If  they  are  no  closer  than  Vi  mile  from  such  cabins  or  campsites. 

Comment:     Similar  to  Stipulation  #19,  this  stipulation  is  impractical  without  an 
inventory  of  known  long-term  cabins  or  campsites. 


Ground  Transportation 

Stipulations  50  through  52  -  No  comments. 

Air  Traffic 

53.  Use  of  aircraft  larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  by  authorized  users  of  the  study  area. 
Including  oil  and  gas  lessees,  from  May  20  through  August  20  within  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  Caribou  LUEA  will  be  for  emergency  purposes  only. 
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Comment:   Since  the  intent  of  this  stipulation  is  to  avoid  disturbing  caribou,  BPXA   I  030 
feels  that  the  word  "Use"  should  be  replaced  with  "Take-offs  and  landings".        | 

Stipulations  54  through  58  -  No  comment. 

Oilfield  Abandonment 

59.  No  comment. 


60.  Roads,  airstrips,  and  other  gravel  fill  shall  be  removed  or  modified  upon  field 
abandonment  so  as  to  render  them  unusable  for  enhanced  access  Into  and  within 
the  Goose  Molting  LUEA. 

Comment:  This  stipulation  is  unnecessary.  Stipulation  #59  already  provides  for  the 
removal  of  all  facilities  and  the  rehabilitation  of  the  area  upon  abandonment. 
Furthermore,  Stipulation  #59  provides  that  the  AO  may  determine  it  it  is  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  public  to  retain  some  facilities  (i.e.  road  or  gravel  pad  for  caribou 
insect  relief).  Specific  rehabilitation  requirements  should  be  developed  at  the  time  of 
abandonment  given  the  technology  and  land  use  considerations  at  the  time. 

Subsistence 


61.  During  exploration,  development,  and  production,  the  lessee  shall  monitor  activity  to 
determine  its  effects  on  subsistence  and  provide  reports  to  BLM  and  the 
Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 

Comment:  Please  clarify  the  frequency  the  required  reports  must  be  submitted  to 
the  BLM  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  Also  see  comments  in  stipulation  No. 
64. 


62.  No  comment. 


63.  The  lessee  shall  notify  the  AO  of  all  concerns  expressed  by  subsistence  hunters 
during  operations  and  of  steps  taken  to  address  such  concerns.  When  conflict 
arises  between  subsistence  hunters  and  the  lessee  over  what  steps  should  be  taken 
to  address  concerns,  the  AO  will  resolve  the  issue. 

Comment:  Replace  term  "hunters"  with  the  term  "users." 


64.  Prior  to  submitting  an  exploration  plan  or  development  and  production  plan,  the 
lessee  shall  consult  with  the  potentially  affected  subsistence  community(ies)  (e.g.. 
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Nulqsut,  Barrow,  Atqasuk),  the  NSB,  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  to  discuss 
potential  conflicts  with  the  siting,  timing,  and  methods  of  proposed  operations  and 
safeguards  or  mitigating  measures  that  could  be  implemented  by  the  operator  to 
prevent  unreasonable  conflicts.  Through  this  consultation,  the  lessee  shall  make 
every  reasonable  effort  to  ensure  that  exploration,  development,  and  production 
activities  are  compatible  with  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  activities  and  will  not 
result  in  unreasonable  Interference  with  subsistence  harvests  In  the  planning  area. 

Comment:  This  stipulation  presupposes  that  there  will  be  potential  conflicts  with 
subsistence  uses  in  the  area.  However,  this  is  often  not  the  case.  BPXA  maintains 
a  close  relationship  on  the  North  Slope  with  members  of  the  resident  Native 
community.  We  have  been  respectful  of  the  need  to  maintain  subsistence  and 
traditional  uses  of  the  areas  in  which  we  are  allowed  to  operate.  The  continued 
ability  to  communicate  and  seek  advice  from  the  Inupiat  people  has  been  a  key  to 
this  cooperative  relationship.  Therefore,  revise  this  stipulation  as  follows: 

"Prior  to  submitting  an  exploration  plan  or  development  or  production  plan,  the 
lessee  shall  consult  with:  a)  the  communlty(ies)  in  the  subsistence  area  which 
includes  the  proposed  area  of  operation;  b)  the  NSB;  and  c)  the  Subsistence 
Advisory  Panel.  The  lessee  shall  notify  these  parties  ol  the  siting,  timing  and 
methods  of  the  proposed  operation,  including  safeguards  and  other  measures 
intended  to  avoid  and/or  minimize  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  operations  on  any 
subsistence  activities  in  the  area.  The  lessee  shall  make  every  reasonable  effort  to 
ensure  that  all  exploration,  development  and  production  facilities  are  compatible  with 
subsistence  activities  and  will  not  result  in  unreasonable  interference  with 
subsistence  harvest  in  the  planning  area " 
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Orientation  Program 
65.  No  comment. 
Traditional  Land  Use  Sites 


66.  Lessees  shall  conduct  an  Inventory  of  known  traditional  land  use  sites  prior  to  any 
field  activity.  This  inventory  will  include  sites  listed  by  the  NSB's  Inupiat  History, 
Language,  and  Cultural  Commission.  Based  on  this  Inventory,  the  lessee  shall 
develop  a  plan  to  avoid  these  sites  and  to  mitigate  any  damage  to  them  that  might 
occur.  The  plan  vidll  also  indicate  how  access  to  the  site  by  local  subsistence 
hunters  will  be  provided.  Copies  of  the  plan  will  be  submitted  to  BLM  and  the 
Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  with  any  permit  application  for  exploration  and 
development. 
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Comment:  BPXA  believes  that  the  inventory  of  known  traditional  land  use  sites 
should  not  be  the  sole  responsibility  of  the  lessee  since  it  would  make  the  lessee 
responsible  if  a  site  is  inadvertently  not  identified.  Therefore  we  suggest  changing 
the  wording  of  the  first  sentence  to  read,  "Lessees  will  cooperate  with  BLM  in 
conducting  an  inventory  of  .  .  .  ."  Also,  please  note  that  It  is  BPXA's  standard 
practice  to  do  an  archaeological  investigation  of  any  area  that  we  are  planning  to 
explore.  BPXA  works  with  the  North  Slope  village  elders,  the  Inupiat  History, 
Language,  and  Cultural  Commission,  and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
when  conducting  archaeological  investigations. 


Other  Activities 


Stipulations  67  and  68  -  No  comment. 


69.  A  letter  of  nonobjection  from  the  surface  landowner  or  the  Native  corporation(s)  that 
have  selected  surface  lands  will  be  required  to  be  on  file  with  the  AO  before  entry  on 
those  lands. 

Comment:  Why  is  it  necessary  to  obtain  a  letter  of  nonobjection  for  selected  lands? 
This  land  is  still  owned  and  managed  by  the  BLM.  It  is  more  appropriate  to  require 
that  BLM  provide  notice  to  the  entity  that  has  selected  the  land,  rather  than  a  letter 
of  nonobjection.  


Stipulations  70  through  78  -  I^lo  comments. 


79.  Upon  finding  any  cultural  or  paleontological  resource,  the  authorized  user,  or  his  or 
her  designated  representative,  shall  notify  the  AO  and  suspend  all  operations  in  the 
Immediate  area  of  such  discovery  until  written  authorization  to  proceed  is  Issued  by 
the  AO. 

Comment:  Change  to  read  "Upon  finding  any  potential  cultural  or  paleontological 
resource.  .  .  ".  It  is  BPXA's  standard  operating  procedure  to  stop  operations  when  a 
possible  cultural  or  paleontological  site  is  discovered  during  operations. 

80.  Petroleum  exploration  and  production  activities  must  not  be  conducted  within  M  mile 
of  occupied  grizzly  bear  dens,  unless  alternative  mitlgative  measures  are  approved 
by  the  AO  in  consultation  with  ADF&G. 

Comment:  Add  identified  bv  the  ADFG  after  the  phrase  "bear  dens." 
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Stipulations  81  and  82  -  No  comments, 
II. D     Comparison  of  Alternatives 


The  Comparison  of  IVlanagement  Actions  displayed  in  Table  II. D.I,  pages  11-36  to  11-37, 
states  under  Alternative  E  that  the  Umiat  Recreation  Site  LUEA  is  unavailable  for  oil 
and  gas  leasing.  However,  this  same  area  is  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under 
Alternatives  C  and  D.  This  statement  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  summary  found  in 
Table  IV.F-1  where  the  Umiat  Recreation  Site  LUEA  is  listed  as  available  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing.  This  discrepancy  needs  to  be  resolved. 


III. 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 


Overall,  the  DEIS  covers  the  principal  issues  of  concern  related  to  development  of 
NPR-A.  However,  the  scientific  literature  is  not  adequately  reviewed  In  this  DEIS,  and 
many  references  cited  in  the  text  are  not  in  the  "Bibliography"  at  the  end  of  this 
document.  Thus,  it  is  not  possible  to  check  details  or  determine  the  accuracy  of  many 
statements  in  the  DEIS. 


One  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  this  document  is  the  frequently-stated  conclusion 
that  impacts  "may  not  be  detectable  above  the  natural  fluctuations  of  the  population 
and  survey  methods/data  available"  (e.g.,  see  Table  11.0.2,  Birds).  It  is  important  to 
note  that  after  over  20  years  of  study  by  Industry  and  government  on  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  fish  and  wildlife  research  In  North  Slope  ecosystems,  we  still  cannot  always 
discriminate  between  natural  variation  and  human/industry-caused  variation.  However, 
it  should  be  recognized  that  a  substantial  time-series  of  data  on  fish  and  wildlife 
populations  and  their  interactions  with  North  Slope  oil  fields  exists,  and  can  be  used  to 
make  management  plans  in  NPR-A. 


There  is  a  some  inconsistency  in  the  DEIS  presentation  of  the  significance,  duration, 
and  geographic  scale  of  impacts.  In  addition,  some  conclusions  are  not  adequately 
supported  by  data,  which  makes  it  difficult  to  assess  potential  impacts  of  the  various 
alternatives.  We  suggest  the  authors  develop  a  definition  of  what  is  meant  by 
"significant"  when  referring  to  impacts. 

Commsnts  Relating  to  Mammals 


A  considerable  amount  of  literature  (published  and  industry  reports)  describing  North 
Slope  mammal  populations  in  relation  to  oil  fields  has  been  overlooked  and  was  not 
utilized  in  the  DEIS.  There  are  many  papers  and  reports  on  wildlife,  and  caribou  in 
particular,  which  need  to  be  reviewed  and   summarized.     This  is  understandable 
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because  much  of  this  literature  has  been  recently  published  and  is  not  yet  widely 
disseminated.  Note  the  following  papers  in  peer-reviewed  journals,  and  an  Alaska  Oil 
and  Gas  Association  (AOGA)  report  produced  In  an  government-industry  cooperative 
project  specifically  dealing  with  mitigation  of  oil  field  impacts  on  caribou: 

Ballard,  W.B.,  and  M.A.  Cronin.  1995.  Arctic  Alaska  caribou  herds  in 
relation  to  oil  field  development.  Pages  35-46  in  S.Q.  Foster,  S. 
Pas,  S.  Rush,  and  O.  Thorne  II,  editors.   Proceedings  of  the  6th 
Symposium  on  issues  and  Technology  in  the  Management  of 
Impacted  Wildlife,  Thorne  Ecological  Institute,  Apnl  6-8,  1994, 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado. 

Pollard,  R.H.,  W.B.  Ballard,  L.E.  Noel,  and  M. A.  Cronln.  1996.  Summer 
distribution  of  caribou,  Rangifer  tarandus  granti,  in  the  area  of  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  Oil  Field,  Alaska,  1 990-1 994.   Canadian  Fieid- 
Naturalist  1 1 0(4):  679-674. 

Pollard,  R.H  ,  W.B.  Ballard,  L.E,  Noel,  and  M.A.  Cronln.  1996.  Parasitic 
insect  abundance  and  microclimate  of  gravel  pads  and  tundra 
within  the  Prudhoe  Bay  Oil  Field,  Alaska,  in  relation  to  use  by 
caribou.  Rangifer  tarandus  granti.  Canadian  Field-Naturalist 
110(4):  649-658. 

Cronln,  M,A.,  W.B.  Ballard,  J.D.  Bryan.  B.J.  Pierson,  and  J.D.  McKendrick. 
1998.  Northern  Alaska  oil  fields  and  caribou:  A  commentary. 
Biological  Conservation  83:1 95-208. 

Cronln,  M.A.,  B.J.  Pierson.  S.R.  Johnson,  L.E.  Noel,  and  W.B.  Ballard. 
1997.  Caribou  population  density  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region  of 
Alaska.  The  Journal  of  Wildlife  Research  2:59-68. 

Cronln,  M.A..  G.t^.  Durner,  S.C.  Amstrup,  L.E.  Noel,  and  W.B.  Ballard.  In 
Press.  Caribou  distribution  relative  to  oil  field  Infrastructure  In  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  oil  field,  Alaska.  Arctic. 

Noel,  L.E.,  R.H.  Pollard,  W.B.  Ballard,  and  M.A.  Cronln.   In  Press.  Activity 
and  use  of  gravel  pads  and  tundra  by  caribou  within  the  Prudhoe 
Bay  oil  field,  Alaska.  Canadian  Field-Naturalist. 

Cronin,  M.A.,  W.B.  Ballard,  J.  Truett,  and  R.H.  Pollard.  1994.   Mitigation  of 
the  effects  of  oil  field  development  and  transportation  corridors  on 
caribou.  Report  by  LGL  Alaska  Research  Associates,  Inc.,  for  the 
Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Association,  Anchorage,  Alaska. 
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These  documents  show  clearly  that  1)  caribou  populations  have  increased  in  the  areas 
of  existing  oil  fields;  and  2)  impacts  on  individuals  are  equivocal,  and  limited  to  some 
animals  distancing  themselves  from  roads  during  only  the  calving  season. 

This  DEIS  should  thoroughly  examine  the  caribou/oil  field  literature  and  make  a 
concerted  effort  to  describe  the  available  data  and  published  information  on  caribou 
and  other  species,  which  have  fared  quite  well  in  Alaska  oil  fields.  The  papers  by 
Cronin  et  al.  in  Biological  Conservation  and  the  Journal  of  Wildlife  Research  have 
begun  this  process,  and  the  NPR-A  DEIS  should  continue  this  scientific  approach  to 
assessing  impacts,  mitigation,  and  practical  management. 
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Comments  Relating  to  Birds 


Birds  are  widely  recognized  as  important  biological  resources  within  the  northeast  NPR- 
A  planning  area  and  have  been  described  quite  well  in  this  draft  EIS.  The  various 
sections  on  birds  are  generally  well-organized  and  logically  presented.  The  authors  of 
the  bird  sections  of  this  DEIS  have  relied  on  selected  literature  to  document  the  (a) 
description  of  the  affected  environment  and  (b)  environmental  consequences. 
However,  much  of  the  literature  is  not  current,  and  a  large  amount  of  historical  and 
current  literature  and  information  relevant  to  this  EIS  are  not  used. 

On  pages  11-52  and  11-53  (Table  II.D.2,  Alternatives  D  vs.  E,  Multiple  Sales)  it  is 
suggested  that  Alternative  D  could  cause  a  substantial  change  in  bird  populations 
and/or  distribution,  but  that  alternative  E  (a  more  intensive  development  alternative)  will 
not  significantly  affect  planing  area  bird  populations.  It  is  not  logical  that  a  more 
intensive  development  alternative  would  have  less  impacts. 


Comments  Relating  to  Fish 


This  chapter  provides  a  literature  review  and  description  of  fish  resources  likely  to  be 
affected  by  NPR-A  development.  The  DEIS  states  that  fisheries-related  information 
relevant  to  the  NPR-A  area  has  been  obtained  from  studies  in  nearby  areas,  particularly 
in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region,  but  the  text  does  not  reference  that  work.  Many  reports  and 
published,  peer-reviewed  scientific  papers  on  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas  development  on 
fish  resources  in  this  region  are  available,  but  were  not  used  in  the  DEIS.  A  list  of 
relevant  publications  developed  from  over  20  years  of  fisheries  studies  in  the  Prudhoe 
Bay  region  is  attached.  A  recent  review  of  arctic  fishes  which  could  be  useful  is 
provided  in  Reynolds,  ed.  (f997)  Fish  Ecology  in  North  America.  American  Fisheries 
Society  Symposium  19. 

Some  of  the  citations  that  are  referenced  or  summarized  in  the  DEIS  are  obscure  and 
only  minimally  relevant  to  the  topic  of  fish  resources.    For  example,  Bendock  (1997)  is 


043 


044 


cited  frequently,  but  this  is  an  unpublished  and  unwritten  verbal  report  given  at  a 
conference  in  1997.  Another  report  (Parametrix  1996),  is  not  listed  in  the  Bibliography. 
Other  relevant  work  could  be  used  including  such  references  as  Sloan  (1976) 
"Anadromous  fish  study.  Fresh  water  fish  and  their  winter  habitat  in  NPR-A"  and 
Wilson  et  al.  (1977)  "Winter  water  availability  and  use  conflicts  as  related  to  fish  and 
wildlife  in  Arctic  Alaska  -  a  synthesis  of  information".  KogI  and  Schell  (1975),  "Colville 
River  delta  fisheries  research",  also  provides  useful  information. 

A  fisheries  data  base  covering  the  Alaskan  Arctic  also  is  available  but  apparently  was 
not  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  DEIS  (Baker,  Fechhelm,  Maritzen,  Treybig,  Baggett, 
Schmidt,  and  Griffiths.  1986.  Data  base  for  Arctic  anadromous  fishes:  Technical 
Manual).  The  data  base  was  prepared  in  1986  for  Standard  Alaska  Production 
Company  as  a  guide  to  all  published  and  unpublished  literature  on  Arctic  anadromous 
fishes  from  historic  time  to  the  mid-1 980s.  Many  references  relevant  to  the  NPR-A  area 
are  summarized  in  this  data  base,  but  are  not  cited  in  the  DEIS,  including: 

Bendock  (1982).  Inventory  and  cataloging  of  arctic  area  waters. 
ADF&G  Prog.  Rept.  23 

Hablett  (1 979).  Fish  investigations  conducted  within  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  1977-78. 

Schmidt  et  al.  (1 983).  Nearshore  fish  survey  in  the  western 
Beaufort  Sea:  Harrison  Bay  to  Elson  Lagoon. 

Burger  and  Wilmot  (1979).  Genetic  studies  of  freshwater  fishes  on 
The  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska. 

Craig  and  Schmidt  (1982).  Fisheries  surveys  al  potential  dredging 
sites  at  North  Slope  villages:  Wainwright,  Point  Lay,  Atkasook. 
Nuiqsut  and  Kaktovik. 

Full  citations  to  these  and  other  documents  can  be  obtained  from  the  Anadromous  Fish 
Data  Base,  which  is  available  from  BPXA  or  LGL  Alaska  Research  Associates. 

In  summary,  we  feel  the  section  on  fish  resources  could  be  expanded  to  include  review 
of  industry  sponsored  reports  and  scientific  papers.  The  Anadromous  Fish  Data  Base 
also  contains  reports  with  relevant  information.  
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Some  specific  points  that  could  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS  are  listed  below: 


The  name  Arctic  char  should  be  changed  to  Dolly  Varden  in  the  DEIS.    For  years, 
systematists  have  argued  the  taxonomic  status  of  the  char  group,  but  have  agreed 
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based  on  meristic,  habitat  use,  and  genetic  data  tliat  tlie  char  present  in  the  central 
Alaskan  Beaufort  Sea  region  is  the  northern  Dolly  Varden,  Salvelinus  malma. 


Figure  III. B. 3-3  illustrates  catch  of  fish  in  the  Colville  River  commercial  fishery, 
Bocause  the  number  of  nets,  fathoms  fished,  days  fished,  etc.  constitute  effort,  and 
varying  degrees  of  effort  are  expended  annually,  these  catch  data  would  be  more 
meaningful  if  corrected  for  effort.  Catch-per-unil-effort  statistics  should  be  presented 
so  that  valid  interannual  comparisons  of  harvest  level  can  be  made. 


The  fish  resources  section  provides  little  biological  data.  However,  considerable 
biological  data  are  available  for  adjacent  areas  in  the  industry-sponsored  reports 
and  publications  referenced  above.  The  DEIS  document  would  be  more  complete  if 
information  on  char,  whltefish,  and  marine  fish  species  were  Included.  Data  such  as 
age  distribution,  age  at  length,  age  at  sexual  maturity,  fishery  catch  composition, 
seasonal  and  annual  abundance  by  cohort,  growth,  condition,  length/weight 
relationship,  and  natural  mortality  rate  could  be  useful.  These  biological  parameters 
have  been  identified  as  important  indicators  of  fish  population  status  and  "health"  in 
the  Prudhoe  Bay  region,  and  likely  will  be  parameters  used  to  evaluate  fish 
populations  in  NPR-A  in  the  future.  While  not  ail  of  these  data  are  available  for  all 
species,  a  considerable  body  of  information  exists  that  could  be  used. 


On  page  lll-B-10  the  narrative  states  that  with  the  first  signs  of  spring,  adult  and 
juvenile  migratory  fish  move  out  of  rivers  and  into  nearshore  brackish  waters.  This 
migratory  pattern  varies  greatly  by  species,  and  this  should  be  recognized  in  the 
narrative.  Dolly  Varden  adults  and  subadults  probably  move  out  of  streams  earliest, 
while  juvenile  Dolly  Varden  remain  in  fresh  water  during  the  summer.  When  they 
reach  approximately  age  3,  Dolly  Varden  enter  the  nearshore  environment.  Broad 
whltefish  adults  move  out  of  rivers  in  spring,  and  some  size  classes  of  juveniles  do 
also.  Small  broad  whltefish  appear  to  remain  in  the  rivers  until  the  middle  of 
summer,  enter  the  nearshore  marine  environment  for  a  very  short  period  of  time  and 
remain  close  to  their  stream  (delta)  of  origin,  then  return  back  to  fresh  water  early  in 
the  fall.  Least  Cisco  juveniles  and  adults  appear  to  move  out  of  rivers 
simultaneously  in  spring.  For  Arctic  cisco,  recruitment  of  age  0  fish  comes  from 
Canada  during  strong  east-wind  years,  further  complicating  this  picture.  All  of  this 
life  history  information  is  available  in  the  industry-sponsored  reports  and  publications 
mentioned  above. 


The  origin  of  Arctic  cisco  inhabiting  the  Colville  River  system  is  the  Mackenzie  River 
in  Canada.  This  conclusion  has  been  supported  by  considerable  work,  and  should 
be  attributed  to  the  original  researchers  (Gallaway  et  al.  1983;  Fechhelm  and  Fissel 
1988;  Fechhelm  and  Griffiths  1990),  and  not  to  Thorsteinson  and  Wilson  (1996). 
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This  section  also  discusses  dietary  overlap  among  species  of  fish.  Missing  from  that 
discussion  is  the  dietary  overlap  between  migratory  fishes  and  coastal  birds, 
especially  oldsquaw  ducks.  Competition  for  food  among  oldsquaw  ducks  and  Arctic 
Cisco,  for  example,  is  discussed  in  the  Simpson  Lagoon  study  reports  (OCSEAP, 
Feb.  1981,  Vols.  7  &  8), 
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This  section  could  acknowledge  that  site-specific  knowledge  of  fish  species 
composition,  distribution,  abundance,  and  habitat  use  patterns  in  fresh  waters  and 
nearshore  waters  of  NPR-A  is  very  limited.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  discussion 
presented  is  based  almost  entirely  on  work  done  outside  NPR-A.  


The  commercial  fishery  discussion  (Page  lll-B-10)  appears  to  be  based  upon  1985 
and  1988  reports.  There  are  a  continuous  series  of  reports  since  that  lime  through 
1998  which  contain  fishery  statistics  and  are  available.  This  section  should  be 
updated  with  more  current  information. 


A  similar  comment  to  No.  5  above  is  relevant  to  the  Social  Systems  section, 
specifically  p.  lll-C-25.  Descriptions  of  the  Nuiqsut  subsistence  fishery  and  harvest 
data  are  from  mid-1980s  data.  This  section  should  be  updated  with  more  recent 
data. 


IV.       ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
Comments  Relating  to  Mammals 


In  Section  IVB,  page  IV-B-10,  information  is  presented  on  activities  that  might  disturb 
mammals.  Estimates  of  the  total  amount  of  activity  expected  each  year  would  be  useful 
to  assess  impacts.  


In  Section  IVB,  page  IV-B-1 1 ,  it  is  stated  that  effects  on  denning  polar  bears  is  likely  to 
affect  only  a  few  bears  and  that  the  impact  would  not  be  significant  to  the  population. 
We  agree  with  this  point.  However,  there  are  published  studies  showing  little  or  no 
impact  of  seismic  activity  on  denning  polar  bears  which  could  be  cited. 


In  Section  IVC,  page  IV-C-25,  it  is  suggested  that  mammals  may  avoid  human  camps. 
Grizzly  bears,  polar  bears,  and  arctic  foxes  are  possible  exceptions  to  this  point,  as 
these  species  commonly  visit  oil  field  facilities. 


In  Section  IVC,  page  IV-C-26,  the  statement  that  caribou  that  winter  to  the  south  are 
less  tolerant  of  human  activities  implies  that  these  caribou  have  not  been  exposed  to 
disturbance  on  a  regular  basis.  This  reeds  documentation.  This  section  also  needs  to 
clearly  articulate  what  we  know  about  the  effects  of  roads  and  pipelines  on  caribou. 
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Much  of  this  information  is  summarized  in  the  Cronin  et  al.  (1994)  report  referenced 
previously  (Page  1 8).  
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On  page  IV-C-27,  the  last  sentence  in  the  caribou  section  is:  "However,  displacement 
of  calving  caribou  due  to  disturbance  has  resulted  in  a  significant  functional  loss  of 
habitat  on  the  oilfields."  There  are  two  problems  with  this  paragraph.  First,  this 
sentence  is  the  conclusion  to  a  paragraph  on  use  of  gravel,  not  disturbance.  The 
second  problem  is  that  the  conclusion  is  not  well-founded,  and  not  referenced.  There  is 
a  growing  literature  that  the  oil  fields  actually  provide  good  summer  habitat  by  providing 
areas  for  relief  from  insects.  Other  potential  impacts  on  caribou  In  existing  oil  fields  are 
also  described  in  this  section  of  the  DEIS.  On  page  IV-C-26  it  is  stated  that  the  Central 
Arctic  caribou  herd  (CAH),  which  uses  habitats  in  existing  oil  fields,  have  experienced 
losses  of  productivity,  loss  of  summer  habitat,  and  a  population  decline.  These  points 
are  equivocal,  and  have  been  addressed  in  recent  peer-reviewed  publications  listed 
previously  (Page  18).  Note  that  the  suggestion  of  loss  of  productivity  is  based  on  a 
limited  study,  and  does  not  consider  the  important  factors  of  population  density,  habitat 
differences,  and  movements  among  areas  (Cronin  et  al.  1997).  The  contention  that 
summer  habitat  has  been  lost  is  not  consistent  with  the  multi-year  study  conducted  by 
BPXA  showing  extensive  use  of,  and  movement  through,  the  existing  oil  fields  (Pollard 
et  al.  1996,  Noel  et  al.  In  Press).  The  suggestion  that  the  western  segment  of  the  CAH, 
which  is  in  contact  with  existing  oil  fields,  has  declined  has  not  considered  the  rapid 
growth  of  the  herd  during  the  first  1 5  years  of  the  oil  field  development  or  the  relative 
growth  of  adjacent  herds  (Cronin  et  al.  1998).  In  addition,  the  recent  increase  in  the 
western  segment  of  the  CAH  between  1995-1997  indicates  that  there  have  been  no 
detectable  negative  impacts  of  the  oil  field  at  the  herd  level.  The  whole  issue  of  oil 
fields  and  caribou  is  complex  and  needs  thorough  review  in  the  DEIS.  However,  it 
seems  clear  that  with  the  proper  mitigation  and  management  practices,  impacts  on 
caribou  can  be  minimal. 


On  page  iV-F-11,  it  is  suggested  that  an  east-west  road  will  shift  calving  distributions 
and  block  movments  to  the  coast  during  the  summer.  Experience  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay, 
Milne  Point,  and  Kuparuk  oil  fields  suggest  these  impacts  will  not  occur.  Although  some 
female  caribou  with  calves  move  away  from  human  activity  during  the  calving  period, 
the  general  calving  areas  have  continued  to  be  used  for  several  years  after  oil  field 
development.  With  regard  to  the  potential  blocking  of  movements  to  the  coast,  note 
that  large  aggregations  of  caribou  occur  annually  north  of  the  Spine  road  and  readily 
move  through  existing  oil  fields  to  access  the  coast  (Pollard  et  al.  1996).  


On  page  IV-C-25  it  says  that  bears  are  frightened  by  noise  and  other  disturbances,  but 
then  says  that  bears  are  attracted  to  human  disturbances  because  they  begin  to 
associate  the  stimuli  with  food.  This  apparent  contradiction  should  be  clarified  with  a 
discussion  of  habituation. 
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In  Section  IVC,  page  IV-C-25,  the  statement  that  if  caribou  abundance  was  affected, 
wolf  abundance  could  also  be  affected  Is  somewhat  speculative.  Effects  on  caribou 
would  have  to  be  very  major  to  have  an  effect  on  wolves.  Predator-prey  dynamics  are 
complex  and  many  factors  need  to  be  considered. 
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In  Section  IVC,  page  IV-C-25,  it  would  be  useful  to  note  how  much  riparian  habitat  is 
likely  to  be  affected  so  that  the  effect  on  wolverines  can  be  assessed. 


In  Section  IVC,  page  IV-C-25,  the  authors  make  reference  lo  Reynolds  and  LaPlant 
(1985)  in  their  statement  that  movements  of  muskoxen  away  from  seismic  operations 
did  not  exceed  5  km  and  had  no  apparent  effect  on  muskoxen  distribution.  This  is 
inconsistent  with  the  later  conclusion  that  muskoxen  responses  to  seismic  activity  are 
expected  to  be  a  gradual  and  temporary  avoidance  of  the  area.  Another  contradictory 
statement  is  made  by  the  authors  when  they  cite  Jingfors  (1982)  in  their  statement  that 
muskoxen  may  be  more  vulnerable  to  oil  exploration  than  caribou,  then  add  that  they 
may  be  more  likely  than  caribou  to  habituate.  


In  Section  IVC,  page  IV-C-25,  the  effects  of  oil  spills  on  caribou,  moose,  grizzly  bears, 
and  musk  oxen  has  been  described.  It  seems  unlikely  that  these  species  would  get 
oiled,  especially  to  the  point  of  causing  death.  It  is  also  suggested  that  if  spills  occur 
near  streams  and  lakes  they  may  affect  foraging  areas  over  larger  areas.  Oil  on  water 
may  be  transported  further  than  on  land,  but  if  the  oil  is  in  the  water  it  will  not  affect 
mammal  foraging  areas  except  along  the  shoreline. 


On  page  IV-C-31,  the  conclusion  for  multiple  sales  that  Increased  traffic  would  displace 
some  caribou,  moose,  muskoxen,  grizzly  bears,  wolves,  and  wolverines,  but  not 
significantly  affect  Arctic  Slope  populations  is  a  reasonable  conclusion,  but  should  be 
referenced.  Similarly,  It  Is  reasonable  that  a  fourfold  increase  in  exploratory  wells, 
production  pads,  pipelines,  etc.  would  only  result  in  a  small  increase  in  noise  and 
disturbance  to  marine  mammals,  but  this  should  be  referenced. 


In  the  section  on  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species,  on  page  IV-C-34,  the 
conclusion  that  any  effects  on  bowhead  whales  as  a  result  of  barge  or  other  vessel 
traffic  are  likely  to  be  minimal  is  reasonable,  but  needs  to  be  documented. 


In  Section  IV  G,  page  IV-G-6,  the  proportion  of  the  cahbou  calving  area  that  might  be 
experience  4-km  displacement  under  a  worst  case  scenario  should  be  estimated.  The 
authors  should  compare  this  with  current  and  historical  calving  areas.  Also,  the  authors 
need  to  establish  if  calving  habitat  is  limiting  the  caribou  populations.  Experience  with 
the  CAH  suggests  it  is  not. 


In  Section  IV  G,  page  IV-G-6,  global  warming  is  considered  as  a  cumulative  impact. 
The  authors  need  to  first  establish  that  the  petroleum  produced  In  NPR-A  will  contribute 
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to  global  warming.  However,  given  the  uncertainties  involved  and  long-term  climatic 
changes  and  fluctuations,  the  conclusion  about  long-term  effects  on  tundra  ecosystems 
are  not  likely  to  be  simple  to  predict,  and  should  not  be  presented  as  such.  


In  Section  IVK,  page  IV-K-2,  impacts  of  a  road  associated  with  a  pipeline  are 
discussed,  but  earlier  sections  stated  that  there  would  be  no  road  associated  with  the 
pipeline. 


Comments  Relating  to  Birds 


in  Section  IVB  page  IV-B-7,  the  statement  about  the  tendency  of  North  Slope  birds  or 
mammals  "to  habituate  to  particular  factors"  is  a  very  important.  However,  it  is  only 
mentioned  once  or  twice  in  this  entire  document.  For  example,  stipulations  about 
structures  near  lakes  (stipulation  no.  25)  may  be  unneccessary  if  birds  readily  habituate 
to  human  activity.  This  seems  to  be  the  case  with  snow  geese  which  use  brood  rearing 
habitats  around  the  Endicott  development. 


in  Section  IVB  page  iV-B-7,  it  may  not  be  valid  to  extrapolate  impacts  in  the  Lisburne 
Unit  (Murphy  and  Anderson  1993)  to  potential  impacts  in  northeast  NPR-A. 


In  Section  IVB  page  IV-B-8,  something  has  been  left  out  of  this  sentence;  it  doesn't 
make  sense  the  way  it  is  currently  worded. 


In  Section  IVB  page  IV-B-9,  the  gyrfalcon  work  conducted  by  Piatt  in  the  Richardson 
Mountains,  northern  Yukon  Territory,  Canada,  in  the  1970's  is  cited.  However,  an 
important  aspect  of  the  breeding  biology,  unknown  to  Piatt  at  the  time  of  his  studies, 
was  that  gyrfalcons,  golden  eagles,  rough-legged  hawks,  and  in  some  instances 
common  ravens,  often  rotate  or  cycle  in  their  use  of  traditional  nests  among  different 
years,  in  one  year  a  site  will  be  occupied  by  a  pair  of  gyrfalcons,  but  the  next  year  that 
same  nest  may  be  occupied  by  a  pair  of  golden  eagles  (see  discussion  about 
gyrfalcons  in  Johnson  and  Herter  1989). 


in  Section  iVG.  page  IV-G-6,  the  basis  for  the  various  conclusions  regarding  the 
number  of  breeding  seasons  required  for  recovery  of  various  bird  species  affected  by 
disturbances  or  oil  spills  is  unclear,  it  is  important  that  the  basis  for  these  conclusions 
is  dearty  stated  and  documented  with  references.  


In  Section  IVG,  page  IV-G-8,  the  predictions  that  global  climate  change  may  cause 
taiga  forests  to  advance  into  tundra-areas  and  adversely  affect  tundra  bird  and  mammal 
populations  is  highly  speculative.  In  addition,  the  reference  for  this  prediction 
(Anderson  and  Weller  1 996)  does  not  make  such  a  prediction,  and  this  reference  is  one 
of  the  many  that  are  not  listed  in  the  Bibliography  section.  Predictions  about  global 
climate  change  need  to  be  supported  with  references  from  the  scientific  literature. 
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in  Section  IVH,  pages  IV-H-1  and  IV-H-2,  It  is  said  that  some  aircraft  disturbance,  such 
as  those  caused  by  aerial  wildlife  surveys,  would  be  exempt  from  stipulations.  We 
recommend  that  a  uniformly  applied  set  of  stipulations  be  imposed  on  both  industry  and 
government  activities. 
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Comments  Relating  to  Fish 

This  section  of  the  DEIS  presents  scenarios  of  potential  effects  on  fish  of  five 
alternative  oil  and  gas  development  schemes.  Much  of  this  material  is  subjective  and 
speculative,  since  little  empirical  evidence  is  available  for  the  NPR-A  area.  The  section 
of  the  DEIS  in  which  literature  is  reviewed  appears  to  omit  published  information  on  the 
effects  of  Arctic  oil  and  gas  development  collected  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region  for  the 
past  several  decades.  A  great  deal  is  known  about  how  these  developments  have 
affected  freshwater,  anadromous,  amphidromous,  and  marine  fish  species,  and  should 
be  thoroughly  reviewed  and  incorporated  in  the  alternatives  analyses. 

Following  are  specific  comments  relating  to  the  Alternatives  section; 


Under  Alternative  B,  in  the  discussion  of  subsistence,  the  document  mentions 
concerns  about  reduced  fish  size  and  harvest  size  in  the  Nuiqsut  village  fishery. 
Data  collected  over  the  past  decade  do  not  support  these  concerns.  However, 
population  dynamics  modeling  of  least  and  Arctic  ciscoes  and  broad  whitefish  in  the 
Colviile  River  should  be  undertaken  to  evaluate  the  status  of  these  populations 
relative  to  natural  mortality  and  commercial  and  subsistence  fishing  harvests. 


Alternative  E  states  that  gravel  removal  and  construction  of  pads,  roads,  etc.  in  high 
density  areas  are  expected  to  cause  spawning  failure  and  mortality  for  many  of  the 
fish  affected.  It  is  not  clear  why  these  severe  effects  are  expected.  The  document 
should  back  up  such  a  conclusion  by  describing  the  process  of  fish  mortality  and  fish 
spawning  failure  from  removing  gravel  or  placing  it  on  the  tundra.  These  effects 
have  not  occurred  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region,  where  gravel  for  roads  and  pads  has 
been  extracted  and  used  for  decades. 


Alternative  E  also  mentions  that  oil  and  gas  development  in  offshore  waters  could 
affect  the  movement  of  coastal  marine  and  migratory  fish.  This  scenario  is  unlikely 
given  the  experience  thai  industry  has  obtained  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region.  The 
DEIS  does  not  reference  the  extensive  published  literature  on  the  effects  of  coastal 
breached  causeways  on  nearshore  fish  populations. 


Alternative  E  also  states  that  small  coastal  structures  are  not  expected  to  adversely 
affect  fish  "since  they  tend  to  inhabit  waters  further  offshore."  Please  note  that  fish 
inhabit  the  entire  nearshore  zone  from  the  beach  to  several  kilometers  offshore.  If 
anything,  the  waters  nearest  to  the  beach  are  more  heavily  used  by  migratory  fish 
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than  offshore  waters.     However,  it  is  true  that  small  coastal  structures,  properly    I  qjq 
designed,  will  not  affect  fish.  

APPENDICES 

Appendix  A  -  Inventory  and  Monitoring 

Appendix  A  describes  inventory  and  monitoring  recommendations  for  long-term  data 
collection  relative  to  oil  and  gas  development  in  NPR-A.  BPXA  agrees  and  supports 
the  recommendations  made  regarding  fish  populations.  An  issue-based  approach  to 
monitoring  will  focus  these  studies  on  the  information  needed  to  resolve  important 
questions  and  to  ensure  mitigation  measures  are  appropriate.  This  approach  has  been 
successfully  used  by  industry  and  the  North  Slope  Borough  to  resolve  fisheries  issues 
in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region. 


BIBLIOGRAPHY 

The  bibliography  of  references  cited  or  otherwise  used  in  the  preparation  of  the  DEIS  is 
very  deficient  in  the  fishery  area.  As  mentioned  above,  the  DEIS  should  be  updated 
and  expanded  by  including  information  from  more  recent  publications  and  from  the 
industry-sponsored  reports  and  published  literature  on  effects  of  Prudhoe  Bay  region 
development  on  fish  populations.  In  many  cases,  this  described  and  published 
information  has  been  collected  from  the  same  populations  of  fish  inhabiting  the  NPR-A 
region.  It  is  highly  likely  that  least  Cisco  and  Arctic  cisco,  Dolly  Varden,  broad  whitefish, 
and  other  species  of  fish  that  inhabit  the  Colville  River  disperse  during  summer  both 
east  and  west  of  the  Colville  Delta.  Thus,  components  of  these  populations  may  be 
found  both  in  NPR-A  waters  and  the  Prudhoe  Bay  region.  Information  collected  by 
industry  fishery  biologists  around  Prudhoe  Bay  may  be  directly  applicable  to  these 
species  that  use  portions  of  NPR-A.  At  a  minimum,  this  large  body  of  literature  should 
be  recognized,  cited,  and  listed  as  knowledge  which  is  relevant  to  the  potential  future 
development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  in  NPR-A.  
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1658-001 

The  BLM  believes  the  analysis  in  this  lAP/ElS  is  adequate  for  oil  and  gas  lease  sales,  but  any  further 
development,  including  an  exploratory  drilling  program  or  the  construction  of  the  infrastructure  necessary 
for  development  of  an  oil  discovery,  would  require  further  NEPA  analysis.  The  additional  analysis  would  be 
based  on  specific  and  detailed  information  about  where  and  what  kind  of  activity  would  occur  and  would 
result  in  the  appropriate  NEPA  documentation  for  specific  projects.  The  purpose  of  this  EIS  is  to  determine 
if  BLM  will  conduct  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  within  the  planning  area  and,  if  so,  identify  the  lands  that  will  be 
made  available  for  leasing  (see  Sec.  I.A),  the  protection  and  the  enhanced  management  that  will  be 
implemented  for  surface  resources  within  the  planning  area. 

1658-002 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations. 

1658-003 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  i5  and  24j.  The  BLM  addressed  the 
comment  throughout  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations. 

1658-004 

The  Exception  Clause  criteria,  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  is  described  in  the  introductory 
paragraphs  preceding  specific  stipulations  (Sec.  II. C. 7).  The  BLM  believes  that  the  modification  ensures 
flexibility  to  accommodate  unusual,  unexpected,  or  new  circumstances  while  avoiding  erosion  of  the 
protection  measure.  If  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  to  the  Authorized  Officer  that  ( 1 )  a  specific  BMP  is 
economically,  technically  unfeasible  or  is  an  environmentally  preferable  solution,  and  (2)  that 
implementation  of  the  BMP  will  accomplish  the  objectives  of  the  stipulation  in  question,  the  BMP  may  be 
applied. 

1658-005 

Spill  prevention  and  response  experts  from  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies 
participating  in  the  NPR-A  planning  process  believe  that  the  setbacks  identified  in  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulations  14,  16,  39,  and  41  provide  reasonable  protection  for  water  quality,  fisheries,  vegetation,  land 
use.  and  other  surface  resources  in  and  near  lakes  and  slreains.  Note  that  setbacks  identified  in  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  39  are  intended  to  protect  all  surface  resources  that  depend  on  and  are  interconnected 
to  the  waterbody,  not  just  fisheries.  Please  see  Responses  1658-006.  -007.  -008.  -019,  -024,  and  -026. 

1658-006 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  9. 

1658-007 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Prefened  Alternative  Stipulations  14  and  24m. 

1658-008 

This  comment  is  partly  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  16  and  24n.  Stipulation  16  expands 
the  exceptions  to  include  ski  planes.  Exceptions  to  the  500-ft  standard  are  based  on  the  water/ice 
dependency  of  the  transport  vehicle.  Unlike  motorboals,  floatplanes,  and  ski  planes,  helicopters  can  refuel 
on  land.  Stipulation  24n  is  the  BLM  standard  for  overland  moves  and  seismic  operations.  This  standard 
does  not  require  a  waterbody  setback  for  refueling  during  the  winter  season. 

Water  quality,  fisheries,  and  spill-prevention  and  response  experts  from  the  NPR-A  planning  team  believe 
that  .'500  ft  is  a  reasonable  setback  to  protect  water  quality  and  fisheries  resources  from  overfills  and  spills 
during  refueling;  other  experts  may  disagree. 


1658-010 

This  cominent  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  22.  The  prohibition  against  '"clearing" 
willows  does  not  preclude  limited  "movement  through"  willows,  as  long  as  the  movement  does  not  result  in 
significant  damage  or  removal. 

1658-011 

This  comment  is  partly  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  23.  The  BLM  will  inventory  long- 
term  camps  and  cabins  during  the  1998  summer  season  and  integrate  these  facilities  into  the  Traditional 
Land  Use  Inventory  (TLUI).  The  BLM  will  use  the  TLUI  as  the  database  to  establish  all  camp  and  cabin 
setbacks. 

1658-012 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24a. 

1658-013 

This  coinineni  is  addressed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations,  Stipulation  20c  (of  the  draft  EIS)  has 
been  deleted  from  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

1658-014 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24h. 

1658-015 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24j. 

1658-016 

Please  see  Response  1658-01 1. 

1658-017 

Although  studies  of  the  short-term  effects  of  disturbance  of  brant  have  been  done,  comparable  studies 
indicating  the  long-term  effects  on  molting  populations  have  not.  While  the  cominenter  is  correct  in 
implying  that  the  actual  buffer  size  needed  to  protect  molting  geese  is  unknown,  eliminating  buffers 
altogether  is  not  supported  by  the  studies  that  have  been  done.  Please  refer  to  Section  IV.F.S.b. 

1658-018 

Stipulation  26  (of  the  draft  EIS)  has  been  deleted  because  the  coastal  area  in  question  is  either  not  available 
for  leasing,  or  limited  by  surface-occupancy  measures  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  32.  The  author 
responsible  for  terrestrial  mammals  has  reviewed  the  literature  list. 

1658-019 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  30  has  been  reordered  to  alleviate  confusion  regarding  limitations  on  the 
construction  of  causeways,  docks,  artificial  gravel  islands,  and  bottom-founded  structures.  The  stipulation 
(consistent  with  State  of  Alaska  stipulations)  prohibits  construction  of  these  structures  in  river  mouths  and 
deltas.  The  Authorized  Officer  may  approve  causeways,  docks,  and  so  forth  outside  river  mouths  and 
streams. 

1658-020 

The  Preferred  Alternative  (reaffirmed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  31)  prohibits  construction  of  any 
exploration  and  development  facilities  in  portions  of  the  area  described  in  Stipulation  28  (of  the  draft  EIS). 
The  movement  corridor  to  the  northwest  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  within  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  is  unavailable 
for  leasing,  and  no  oil  and  gas  facilities  or  pipelines  are  allowed. 


1658-009 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  21. 


1658-021 

The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  Alternatives  A  through  E 
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Stipulation  33  has  been  deleted. 

1658-022 

Placement  of  a  pipeline  will  be  addressed  during  the  development  plan  review.  One  purpose  of  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  35  is  to  provide  the  lessee  with  notice  of  specific  requirements,  avoid  ambiguities 
and  uncertainties,  and  facilitate  informed  economic  decisioninaking. 

1658-023 

This  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  37. 

1658-024 

This  comment  is  partly  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39.  Also,  please  see  Response  1658- 
005. 


1658-032 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  59. 

1658-033 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  61 . 


Also,  please  see  Response  1658-034. 


1658-034 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  61  adapts  the  consultation  and  conflict  resolution  process  developed  for 
MMS  offshore  Lease  Sale  170  for  use  in  the  NPR-A.  A  key  element  in  the  consultation  process  calls  for  the 
lessee  to  ineet  and  consult  with  local  affected  coinmunities,  the  NSB,  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 
before  developing  a  proposed  operations  plan.  With  the  concepts  and  ideas  conveyed  during  consultation  in 
mind,  the  lessee  will  then  proceed  with  development,  exploration,  and  operating  plans  that  ensure  activities 
will  not  unreasonably  interfere  with  subsistence  harvests. 


1658-025 

The  stipulation  prohibits  gravel  mining  in  floodplains  within  the  NPR-A  only  if  the  Authorized  Officer,  in 
consultation  with  appropriate  agencies,  determines  that:  (1)  there  is  a  feasible  and  prudent  alternative,  or  (2) 
that  once  closed,  a  floodplain  site  could  not  be  used  to  enhance  fish  and  wildlife  habitat. 

The  eastern  boundary  of  the  NPR-A  lies  along  the  western  bank  of  the  Colville  River.  Portions  that  lie  along 
the  western  edge  of  the  Colville  River  Delta  are  owned  by  other  entities.  The  State  of  Alaska  owns  the  bed 
of  the  Colville  River  to  the  highest  water  mark  on  the  western  bank.  Operators  would  be  required  to  obtain 
permits  for  gravel  mining  in  the  Colville  River  area  from  the  appropriate  State  or  private  landowners. 

1658-026 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  41.  The  intent  of  the  stipulation  is  to  protect 
the  bed  and  adjacent  500-fl  setback  for  specific  lakes  and  streams,  not  entire  watersheds.  Water  quality, 
fisheries,  vegetation,  hind  use,  and  spill-prevention  and  response  experts  from  Federal,  Slate,  and  NSB 
regulatory  and  resource  agencies  participating  in  the  NPR-A  planning  process  believe  that  500  ft  is  a 
reasonable  setback  to  protect  water  quality,  fisheries,  vegetation,  and  other  surface  resources  in  and  near 
lakes  and  streams. 

1658-027 

This  coinment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  43. 

1658-028 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  46. 

1658-029 

Plea,se  see  Response  1658-01 1. 

1658-030 

The  purpose  of  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  52  is  to  protect  caribou  from  disturbing  noises  during  the 
precalving,  calving,  and  postcalving  periods.  Caribou  are  most  sensitive  during  these  periods.  The 
stipulation  prohibits  all  authorized  users  of  the  planning  area  from  flying  aircraft  larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  in 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  LUEA  during  the  90-day  summer  window.  Authorized  users  flying  aircraft 
larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  are  required  to  avoid  the  Caribou  LUEA  airspace. 

1658-031 

This  comment  is  addressed  by  the  deletion  of  Alternatives  A  through  E  Stipulation  60  from  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 


1658-035 

This  comnienl  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  64.  Stipulation  64  identifies  the  traditional 
sites  baseline,  i.e.,  the  most  current  TLUI,  and  requiring  the  Authorized  Officer  to  approve  inventory. 

1658-036 

The  BLM  is  required  by  Regulation  (43  CFR  2650. 1)  to  obtain  and  consider  the  views  of  concerned  regions 
and  villages  before  making  contracts  or  issuing  leases,  permits,  rights-of-way,  or  easements  on  land  (within 
the  NPR-A)  selected  by  a  Native  corporation.  Traditionally,  BLM  receives  letters  of  non-objection  from  the 
Natives.  The  BLM  deleted  Stipulation  69  (in  the  draft  EIS)  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  to 
avoid  duplication  of  existing  regulatory  requirements. 

1658-037 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Prefeired  Alternative  Stipulation  75.  This  stipulation  requires  that  a  cultural 
and  paleontological  resources  survey  be  conducted  prior  to  ground-disturbing  activity.  The  stipulation  is 
consistent  with  State  oil  and  gas  leasing  requirements. 

1658-038 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Allernative  Stipulation  76. 

1658-039 

Table  II. D.I  has  been  corrected. 

1658-040 

The  bibliography  for  the  final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  include  citations  noted  as  missing  in  the  draft  EIS. 
Response  1313-001  addresses  the  adequacy  of  scientific  literature  in  the  draft  EIS. 

1658-041 

The  EIS  describes  a  variety  of  physical,  biological,  and  sociocultural  resources  in  Section  III.B  and  analyzes 
the  potential  effects  of  oil  and  gas  and  other  activities  on  these  resources  in  Sections  IV. B  through  M.  The 
analyses  of  these  effects  are  based  on  numerous  assumptions,  as  noted  in  Section  IV. A.  These  assumptions 
result  in  some  level  of  uncertainty  that  is  associated  with  each  analysis.  The  variety  of  resources  and 
analytical  uncertainties  impose  some  difficulties  "in  developing  a  definition  of  what  is  meant  by 
"significant"  when  referring  to  impacts."  Unless  specifically  defined,  the  term  "significant"  is  considered  to 
mean  an  impact  that  also  might  be  described  as  considerable,  consequential,  high,  or  major.  All  of  these 
terms  reflect  to  some  degree  the  imprecise  nature  of  the  analyses  of  the  potential  effects.  They  do,  however, 
indicate  a  relative  level  of  impacts  that  are  greater  than  low,  minor,  or  insignificant. 

Given  Ihe  range  of  resources  covered  in  the  EIS  and  the  variations  in  the  types  and  levels  of  activities  that 
might  affect  these  resources,  it  seems  rca,sonable  to  expect  some  variation  in  the  duration  of  impacts. 


V- 


Although  ihe  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  has  a  specific  location,  some  of  the  resources  described  in  the 
EIS  cover  a  much  larger  area.   Also,  the  location  of  some  resources  can  be  specifically  identified,  while 
others  cannot.  Some  resources  can  move  about  while  others  are  immobile.  Thus,  the  geographic  range  over 
which  impacts  may  occur  is  quite  variable. 

1658-042 

A  review  of  the  literature  describing  North  Slope  mammal  populations — in  regards  to  effects-influences  of 
oil  development  on  caribou,  muskoxen,  arctic  foxes,  and  other  terrestrial  mammals  — is  included  in  Section 
IV.  C.  9.  a.  The  analysis  in  this  section  has  been  revised  to  include  Cronin  et  al.,  1997,  1998.  Other 
literature  listed  in  this  cominent  was  cited  in  the  section  of  the  draft  EIS,  if  relevant  and  available  to  the 
public  (actually  published  rather  than  "In  Press"  such  as  Noel  et  al.,  In  press). 

1658-043 

Other  than  the  publications  cited,  the  commenter  docs  not  clearly  specify  which  historical  and  current 
literature  would  better  or  exhaustively  support  statements  in  the  document.   Because  the  document  is  not 
intended  as  a  literary  review,  the  BLM  did  not  cite  all  relevant  publications  in  the  EIS  formal.  Table  II  D.2 
has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1658-044 

Environmental  law  requires  that  information  in  an  EIS  be  based  on  the  best  science  available. 
The  information  must  be  presented  succinctly  and  be  comprehensible  to  everyone,  not  just  those  of  academic 
interest.  For  this  reason,  the  description  of  the  affected  environment  only  characterizes  existing  fishery 
resources  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  Studies  cited  in  the  drafi  EIS  are  among  the  best  available  and  fully 
adequate  to  assess  probable  effects  of  activities  associated  with  this  draft  EIS. 

Information  collected  from  these  studies  is  presented  so  that  everyone  can  gain  a  basic  understanding  of  the 
fishery  resources  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  Suggested  sources  of  addidonal  information,  such  as  Fish 
Ecology  in  North  America,  contain  little  general  information  pertaining  to  fishery  resources  of  the 
northeastern  NPR-A.  The  same  is  true  of  almost  all  studies  conducted  to  the  east  of  the  Colville  River  and 
studies  conducted  near  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  In  contrast  to  this,  Bendock's  Fish  Resources  of  the 
Northeastern  NPR-A  presentation  (during  the  1997  fisheries  conference  in  Anchorage)  was  summarized  in 
the  NPR-A  Symi?osium  Pro-ceeclings  and  cited  in  the  draft  EIS.   This  work  and  others  (cited  in  the  draft 
EIS)  were  considered  relevant  and  used  to  describe  the  affected  environment. 

Bendock  (1982)  focused  on  areas  east  of  the  Colville  River  and  this  is  the  reason  that  work  was  not  used. 
However,  in  1978,  Bendock  cataloged  the  fishes  of  the  NPR-A  area  and  emphasized  the  Colville  River 
drainage;  this  work  was  included  in  his  later  survey  pertaining  to  the  fishes  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  The 
work  was  cited  in  the  draft  EIS  (Bendock  and  Burr,  1984).  Sources  such  as  Hablett  (1979)  and  Schmidt  et 
al.,  (1983)  also  contained  u.seful  information  that  was  included  in  Ihe  draft  EIS.   However,  they  were  cited  as 
being  in  the  larger  docuincnl.  They  arc  in  USDOI,  BLM  (1978a)  and  Schmidt,  McMillian,  and  Callaway 
(1989).  The  Parametrix  (1996)  citation  was  inadvertently  omilted  from  the  drafi  EIS  bibliography;  it  has 
been  added  to  the  final  bibliography. 

1658-045 

Most  of  the  literature  cited  in  the  draft  EIS  refers  to  this  species  as  Arctic  char.  Because  the  majority  of  the 
EIS  readers  are  not  systematists,  authors  continue  to  use  long-established  and  familiar  names  such  as  Arctic 
char.  Nevertheless,  the  name  change  has  been  noted  in  the  text. 

1658-046 

The  illustration  referenced  is  an  approximation  of  total  catch  for  individual  species  through  lime.   Details 
associated  with  these  catches  were  not  needed  for  this  approximation.  It  is  unclear  what  is  mcanl  by  "valid 
inlerannual  comparisons,"  because  the  number  of  commercially  harvested  fish  in  the  arctic  region  often  is 
uncertain.  The  number  of  fish  commercially  hai'vested  can  overiap  with  those  harvested  in  the  subsistence 


fishery.   More  valid  comparisons  of  Ihe  commercial  fishery  in  this  region  would  seem  highly  unlikely,  as 
long  as  this  condition  persists. 

1658-047 

Please  see  Response  1658-044.  Adding  suggested  information  (age  distribution,  age  at  length,  age  at  sexual 
maturity,  etc.)  for  the  many  species  covered  in  the  text  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  drafi  EIS.  Such 
parameters  may  be  used  someday  to  evaluate  fish  populations  within  the  NPR-A.  However,  that  level  of 
detail  is  not  necessary  for  this  EIS.  It  would  also  hinder  a  basic  understanding  of  fishery  resources  of  the 
area  for  everyone  except  fishery  specialists. 

1658-048 

The  text  has  been  revised  to  note  that  not  all  species  of  juvenile  fish  move  into  brackish  water  with  adults. 

1658-049 

As  suggested,  the  text  has  been  revi.scd  and  credits  the  original  researchers. 

1658-050 

As  suggested,  the  text  has  been  revised  to  include  a  discussion  of  dietary  overlap  between  fish  and  marine 
birds. 

1658-051 

Please  see  Response  1658-044.  Detailed  knowledge  is  limited  for  freshwater  species  in  or  near  the  NPR-A. 
However,  sufficient  information  was  available  for  this  EIS.  Regarding  the  scientific  basis  of  the  discussion, 
the  drafi  EIS  acknowledges  that  many  of  the  studies  cited  concerning  arctic  fish  were  conducted  outside  of 
the  NPR-A.  The  primary  source  of  information  on  the  topic  concerning  fish  resources  within  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  was  a  paper  by  Bendock  and  Burr  (1984). 

1658-052 

The  commercial-fishery  discussion  was  based  on  an  annual  management  report  for  the  Yukon  area  (State  of 
Alaska,  Dept.  of  Fish  and  Game.  1977;  please  see  the  EIS  Bibliography).  The  table  referenced  in  that 
document  is  on  page  260.  As  illustrated  in  the  EIS,  it  covers  1964  through  1996.  During  Ihe  time  it  was 
written,  there  was  no  other  current  source  of  information  available. 

1658-053 

The  information  in  Section  III.C.3.b(3)(g)  is  based  on  the  most  current  data  available  and  it  has  been  revised 
to  include  coinments  based  on  the  draft  EIS. 

1658-054 

The  amount  of  activity  each  year  is  variable;  see  Tables  IVA.l.a-1  and  I  V.A.I  .b-2  through  b-7. 

1658-055 

Although  polar  bears  show  considerable  tolerance  to  seismic  activity  beyond  100  to  1,000  m,  their 
sensitivity  to  disturbances  near  dens  varies  with  the  season.  Bears  are  more  likely  to  abandon  dens  during 
the  fall,  when  they  first  enter  them,  than  later  in  winter  (Amstrup,  1993). 

1658-056 

In  response  to  this  comment,  the  text  in  Section  IV.c.9.a  has  been  revised. 

1658-057 

Caribou  of  the  Teshckpuk  Lake  Herd  probably  have  not  been  exposed  to  road  traffic  disturbance  or  other  oil- 
development  facilities  on  their  winter  range.  This  is  because  there  are  no  extensive  road  system,  or  oil 
development  in  the  NPR-A  or  in  western  Alaska  south  to  the  Seward  Peninsula  that  encompa.sses  their 
winter  range.  Thus,  they  have  not  been  exposed  to  these  activities.  Most  of  the  Central  Arctic  Herd  caribou 
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are  not  exposed  to  oil  development  8  to  9  months  of  the  year  on  their  winter  range  far  south  of  the  oil  fields. 
Caribou  probably  rehabituate  to  the  vehicle  traffic  on  oil  field  roads  each  spring  and  summer.  Cronin  et  al., 
(1994)  state  that  caribou  habituate  to  oil  field  structures,  but  they  are  slow  to  habituate  to  huinan  and 
vehicular  traffic — which  is  the  main  concern  in  the  Teshepuk  L^ke  area.  To  habituate,  the  animals  tnust  be 
exposed  to  traffic  on  a  regular  basis — inore  of  a  seasonal  basis  like  most  of  the  Central  Arctic  Herd's 
exposure  to  development.  Cronin  et  al.,  (1994)  speculate  that  habituation  to  human  and  vehicular  traffic  can 
be  enhanced  by  restrictions  in  traffic,  and  that  is  difficult  during  development/construction  when  oil 
companies  are  on  a  strict  time  schedule. 

Further  discussion  in  the  DEIS  on  the  effects  of  pipelines  and  roads  on  Central  Arctic  Herd  movements  in 
the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  would  not  be  applicable  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area.  The  TLH  caribou  movements 
east  and  north  of  the  lake  arc  restricted  by  the  lake  and  Kiogru  Inlet.  The  Central  Arctic  Herd  movements  are 
not  restricted  by  any  natural  features  on  its  calving  and  summer  ranges. 

1658-058 

The  functional  loss  of  "summer"  habitat  has  been  changed  to  functional  loss  of  "calving"  habitat.  The 
displacement  of  calving  within  3  to  4  kin  of  the  Milne  Point  Road  on  the  oil  field  represents  a  loss  of  calving 
habitat  along  this  road.  The  sensitivity  of  calving-caribou  to  vehicular  traffic  on  oil  field  roads  has  been 
verified  by  Pollard  and  Ballard  (1993)  and  Lawhead  (1997).  The  former  are  among  authors  of  publications 
listed  among  British  Petroleum  comments.  The  situation  on  the  calving  range  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
caribou  is  unique  compared  to  other  arctic  herds  for  the  following  reasons: 


1658-059 

Please  see  Response  1658-058. 

1658-060 

In  response  to  this  comment,  the  text  in  Section  rV.C.9.  a  has  been  changed. 

1658-061 

Regarding  a  decline  in  caribou  abundance,  effects  on  wolf  abundance  is  only  hypothetical.  This  effect  is 
described  as  "potential." 

1658-062 

It  is  not  known  how  much  riparian  habitat  is  likely  to  be  affected  by  seismic  activities.  The  acreage  of  the 
habitat  potentially  affected  depends  on  industry's  interest  in  the  lease  sale  and  the  iocation(s)  of  seismic 
activities. 

1658-063 

The  statements  cited  are  not  contradictory.   Reynolds  and  LaPlant  ( 1986)  are  referring  to  overall 
distribution.  Urquhart  (1973)  and  Jingfors  and  Lassen  (1984)  are  referring  to  temporary  local  avoidance  by 
muskoxen. 

The  word  "vulnerable"  (Sec,  rV,C.9.a)  has  been  changed  to  "exposed"  to  clarify  the  analysis. 


1 .  Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou  cows  (that  calve  north  of  the  lake)  move  through  a  nanow  6  mi-wide  corridor 
between  the  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  (Fig.  III.B.5.a-l).  Other  Arctic  Slope  caribou  herds  do  not  move  through 
a  narrow  corridor  between  large  water-bodies  on  the  Arctic  Slope  to  reach  calving  habitat. 

2.  If  a  road  with  vehicular  traffic  transects  the  corridor  between  oil  fields  or  other  facilities,  calving  cows 
would  be  exposed  to  this  traffic  during  the  time  when  they  are  most  sensitive  to  a  disturbance. 


1658-064 

The  text  in  Section  rV.C.9.a  has  been  changed  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1658-065 

The  BLM  cannot  reference  conclusions  on  inultiple  sales  (Sec.  IV.C.9.a),  The  conclusions  are  the  opinions 
of  the  analyst. 


3.  Exposure  to  vehicular  traffic  just  before  calving  would  divert  the  movements  of  the  cows  away  from  the 
calving  habitat  north  of  the  lake.  This  was  the  major  concern  of  the  caribou  biologists  attending  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  CaribouAVaterfowl  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop  (USDOI,  BLM,  1997). 

4.  If  calving  cows  arc  diverted  from  the  corridor  by  vehicular  traffic,  they  may  no  longer  calve  north  of  the 
lake;  this  would  represent  a  functional  loss  of  calving  habitat  for  some  of  the  population. 

In  regard  to  effects  on  caribou  productivity,  the  DEIS  states  on  page  IV-C-26,  5'"  paragraph,  "as  of  yet,  there 
is  no  conclusive  evidence  that  CAH  caribou  abundance  (productivity)  has  been  affected."  But,  the 
conclusion  by  Cronin  et  al.,  (1997)  "on  the  differences  in  densities  and  movements  between  segments  of  the 
herd  on  the  oil  fields,  and  cast  of  the  fields  may  have  contributed  to  the  decline"  has  been  added  to  Sections 
IV.B.9.a(2)(b)  l)and  IV.G.9.a(l), 

In  regard  to  the  increase  in  the  Central  Arctic  Herd  during  the  first  15  years  of  oil  development,  the  DEIS 
recognizes  this  increase  on  page  IV-C-26,  5'"  paragraph,  "If  oil  development  were  affecting  caribou 
abundance,  the  effect  would  likely  show  up  when  the  herd  is  larger  and  close  to  environmental  carrying 
capacity  than  when  the  herd  was  smaller." 

In  regard  to  mifigation,  caribou  biologists  at  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  Caribou/Waterfowl  hnpacts  Analysis 
Workshop  (USDOI,  BLM,  1997)  tried  to  formulate  restrictions  on  vehicular  traffic  during  the  calving  season 
in  the  migration  coixidor  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet.  However,  the  biologists  concluded  that 
any  traffic  during  calving  could  divert  caribou  from  migrating  through  the  coiridor. 


1658-066 

Please  refer  to  Secfion  IV.C.IO.b(l)(b).  Reactions  of  bowhead  whales  to  vessel  traffic  is  discussed  in  that 
section.  Vessel  and  barge  traffic  associated  with  the  NPR-A  planning  area  is  likely  to  be  very  limited  and 
likely  to  be  confined  to  fairly  direct  routes  between  staging  areas  such  as  Prudhoe  Bay,  Oliktok  Point,  and 
staging  areas  in  the  planning  area — probably  well  shoreward  of  the  primary  bowhead  whale-migration 
corridor.  Limited  marine  traffic,  in  addition  to  relatively  minor  temporary  responses  by  bowheads  to  vessel 
traffic,  would  lead  one  to  believe  that  any  effects  to  bowheads  as  a  result  of  barge  or  vessel  traffic  are  likely 
to  be  minimal.   For  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  effects  of  vessel  traffic  on  bowhead  whales,  please  refer 
to  Section  IV.B.a.l  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  Sale  144  final  EIS. 

1658-067 

The  4  km  displacement  occurred  on  the  calving  range  of  the  Central  Arctic  Herd.  The  situation  is  different 
for  the  Teshekpuk  L^ke  caribou  herd  compared  to  the  CAH.  For  the  following  reasons: 

1 .  The  4  km  displacement  of  CAH  caribou  occurred  along  the  north-south  axis  of  the  Milne  Point  Road. 

2.  Both  the  TLH  and  CAH  caribou  move  north  to  calving  areas  from  winter  range  in  the  south. 

3.  CAH  caribou  don't  have  to  across  the  Milne  Point  Road  to  get  to  calving  habitat,  thus  displacement  is 
limited  along  the  road. 

4.  Under  Alternative  E,  TLH  caribou  would  have  to  across  a  potential  oil  development  road  between 
facilities  in  the  corridor  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  to  get  to  calving  habitat  north  and 
east  of  the  lake. 

5.  These  water  bodies  (Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet)  tend  to  act  as  geographic  barriers  to  cow 
caribou  movements  north  and  east  of  the  lake.  Thus.  TLH  caribou  movemcnis  funnel  through  this 
corridor  between  the  lake  and  the  inlet. 


V-121 


5.       CAM  caribou  movements  are  not  restricted  by  these  types  of  geographic  barriers. 

Oil  development  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  could  result  in  more  than  a  4  km  displacement  of 
calving  activity. 

Under  a  worst-case  scenario  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou  herd,  vehicular  traffic  crossing  the  corridor 
between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  could  result  in  the  displacement  of  calving  north  of  Teshekpuk 
Lake.  This  could  represent  a  sizable  portion  of  their  calving  range.  Assuming  recent  information  on  TLH 
caribou  calving  locations  in  Figure  111.  B.  5  .a-1  are  representative  of  calving  range  use,  there  could  be  a 
reduction  in  calving  over  about  50  percent  of  the  range.  However,  it  is  uncertain  whether  calving  habitat  is 
limiting  for  this  caribou  herd  or  for  other  herds. 

Caribou  biologists  disagree  whether  CAH  calving  habitat  limits  the  herd's  productivity.  This  question  may 
never  be  resolved  because  of  environmental  variables  from  year  to  year. 


of  "more  than  two  breeding  seasons"  with  no  defined  upper  limit  is  given  in  Section  fV.G.S.  The  statement 
concerns  recovery  of  goose  and  loon  species  from  substantial  cumulative  effects,  including  oil  spills.  The 
intent  is  to  suggest  that  some  geese  may  be  expected  to  recover  quickly  from  losses;  they  seem  to  recover 
because  of  high  fecundity.  Other  species  experiencing  lowered  productivity,  together  with  loons  for  which 
this  is  typical,  may  require  a  substantially  longer  period. 

1658-075 

Anderson  and  Weller  (1996)  predict  that  if  global  warming  occurs,  deciduous  shrubs  would  increase  in 
abundance  replacing  grasses  and  sedges,  which  are  the  primary  forage  of  caribou  cows  during  the  calving 
season.  It  stands  to  reason  that  if  grasses  and  sedges  decline  on  the  calving  range,  caribou  productivity 
could  be  adversely  affected.  (Anderson  and  Weller,  1996)  has  been  added  to  the  EIS  bibliography.  A  new 
section  on  Global  Change,  Section  III.B.4.  has  been  added  to  the  EIS  that  explains  in  more  detail  potential 
adverse  effects  on  caribou,  muskoxen,  and  birds  in  the  Arctic  that  may  occur  if  significant  climatic  warming 
occurs. 


1658-068 

A  discussion  of  global  climate  change  has  been  added  at  Section  III.A.4. 


1658-076 

Please  see  Response  FA  1 9-001. 


1658-069 

Section  IV.K.9.a  has  been  revised.  Please  see  also  Responses  1851-001  and  1673-017. 

1658-070 

The  statement  referenced  in  Section  lV.B.8.a(l)  suggests  that  habituation  to  potential  disturbing  factors  is  an 
attribute  that  could  infiuence  the  nesting  success  of  birds.  The  statement  does  not  imply  that  all  arctic- 
nesting  species  possess  such  an  attribute.  However,  observers  probably  could  recall  situations  suggesting 
that  almost  all  species  are  capable  of  habituating  to  factors  that  humans  consider  potentially  disturbing.  No 
attempt  was  made  to  suggest  the  ease  with  which  habituation  might  occur  (i.e.,  in  context  "tendency"  meant 
any  potential  for  a  species  to  habituate  not  "readily"  habituate).  Given  the  relatively  sparse  literature 
relevant  to  habituation  of  arctic-nesting  species  to  potentially  disturbing  factors,  BLM  chose  a  conser\'ative 
approach  to  the  topic.  The  BLM  does  not  feel  that  the  potential  for  some  species  to  habituate  to  potentially 
disturbing  factors  eliminates  the  necessity  for  buffers  around  goose-molting  lakes  as  mandated  by 
Stipulation  25  in  the  (draft  EIS).  This  stipulation  also  would  protect  critical  habitat  features  instead  of 
removing  potentially  disturbing  factors  farther  from  individuals  that  could  be  disturbed.  Section  IV.B.8.a(l) 
has  been  revised. 

1658-071 

Extrapolating  potential  impacts  between  areas  is  not  the  best  scientific  procedure.  However,  the  Lisbume 
study  area  is  similar  enough  to  the  Northeast  NPR-A  that  general  impacts  expected  in  the  northeastern 
planning  area  are  likely  to  be  similar  to  those  in  similar  habitats  at  Lisburne.   No  specific  studies  with  this 
type  of  information  are  available  for  the  northeastern  NPR-A. 


1658-077 

The  intent  of  this  document  is  to  present  the  spectrum  of  Inupiat  views,  concerns,  and  issues  about  important 
subsistence  resources.  The  suggestion  that  population  dynamics  modeling  be  undertaken,  at  least  of  Arctic 
ciscoes,  to  evaluate  the  status  of  these  populations  is  a  good  one;  eventually,  it  could  be  referred  to  the 
Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  for  action. 

1658-078 

Statements  concerning  the  expected  effects  of  pad  and  road  construction  are  summarized  from  a  discussion 
of  similar  activities  for  Alternative  B  Section  IV.C.7.b(  1  )(b).  It  is  stated  in  the  section  that  these  effects 
would  be  expected  in  high  density  "spawning  and  overwintering  habitat,  or  in  access  corridors  used  by 
inigratory  fish." 

1658-079 

Studies  conclude  that  causeways  do  affect  the  movement  of  some  migratory  fish.  These  effects  on  migratory 
fish  populations  are  probably  minor.  Also,  see  revisions  to  Section  IV.F.7(b)(6). 

1658-080 

The  text  in  Section  lV.F.7.b  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  suggested  change. 

1658-081 

Because  the  document  is  not  intended  as  a  literary  review,  the  BLM  did  not  cite  all  relevant  publications  in 
the  EIS  format. 


1658-072 

The  BLM  has  revised  Section  IV.B.8.a(2).  We  are  uncertain  which  sentence  was  unclear.  We  hope  we  have 
corrected  the  error. 

1658-073 

Cyclic  use  of  raptor  nest  sites  is  an  interesting  subtlety  of  avian  breeding  biology. 

1658-074 

Currently,  there  are  no  bird  species  for  which  an  accurate  recovery  period  from  a  one-time  mortality  event 
has  been  determined.  Perhaps  the  brant  is  the  only  species  for  which  comprehensive  data  exist  that  would 
allow  this  determination  now.  Data  relative  to  distribution  and  abundance  of  other  species  are  available,  but 
the  BLM  lacks  crucial  elements  that  would  allow  population-recovery  calculations.  A  conservative  estimate 
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Alaska  State  Legislature 
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Official  Business 

March  12.  1998 


State  Capitol 
Juneau  AK 
99801-1182 


Mr.  Gene  Tcrland,  NPR- A  Project  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  Slalt-  Office 
222  West  7tli  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  995 13 

Mr.  Tcrland, 

We,  the  undersigned,  support  making  available  lo  oil  and  gas  leasing  substantial  portions 
of  the  area  within  the  Northeast  Comer  of  NPR-A  tlial  is  within  20  miles  of  the  Barrow 
Arch.  It  is  critical  to  the  success  of  any  development  program  in  ihe  NE  Comer  tliat  as 
much  access  as  possible  be  provided  to  land  close  to  the  Arch  as  it  has  the  greatest  potential 
for  hydrocarbon  discovery.  We  also  support  making  substantial  portions  of  the  southwest 
third  of  the  planning  area  available  to  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Over  the  last  30  years  there  have  been  many  technological  and  operational  advances  in  the 
developmeni  of  oiJ  and  gas  resources  and  a  significant  increase  in  scientific  and  cultural 
understanding  of  the  renewable  natural  resources  of  the  arctic.  We  believe  this  will  allow 
operators  to  meet  the  high  standards  Alaska  and  Uie  nation  have  set  for  the  protection  of 
wildlife  habitat  and  subsistence  users  in  the  planning  area.  Wc  expect  that  these  standards 
will  provide  for  ongoing  input  from  the  affected  subsistence  users. 

A  preferred  allemalive  thai  meets  our  concerns  and  these  standards  will  provide  for  the 
highest  and  best  use  of  the  NLi  Comer  of  the  NPR-A.  Thank  you  for  considering  our 
comments. 


Representative  John  Davics 
Representative  Eric  Croft 
Representative  Gene  Kubina 
Representative  Ethan  Berkowitz 
Representative  Carl  Moses 
Representative  Albert  Kookesh 
Senator  Georgianna  Lincoln 


Senator  Jim  Duncan 
Senator  Al  Adams 
Representative  Allen  Kemplen 
Representative  Kim  Elton 
Reprcscnlalive  Reggie  Joule 
Representative  Ben  Grusscndorf 
Senator  Lyman  Hoffman 


Sincerely, 


tyO\.^ — 


O^       ^Av--^ 


I  •,:-<*^X 


:&^ 


■/(^t-f^.i^'fT 
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P.O  Box  llOtXll 

neau.  Alaska  BSBH^WOI 

<307)  465-3500 

Fan  (907)465-3532 
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State  or  Alaska 

office  of  the  govrrnor 
Juneau 

March  12, 1998 


Mr.  Uenc  Terland 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  West  Seventh  Avenue 

Anchorage,  AK  995  ]  3-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 

(n  accordance  with  the  rule-making  process,  1  am  pleased  to  submit  the  State  of  Alaska's 
comments  on  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Hnvironmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  of  the 
Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A).  The  state  strongly  supports  responsible 
oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  NPR-A. 

In  developing  this  document,  the  state  has  initiated  extensive  consultations  with  all  of  the 
stakeholders  and  other  parties  interested  in  the  NPR-A.  Included  in  this  consultation  process 
were  federal,  state,  and  local  government  entities,  industry,  scientists,  environmental 
organizations,  and  local  communities  and  citizens.  These  consultations  were  undertaken  as  part 
of  my  Administration's  resource  management  philosophy  of  "Doing  it  Right."  Based  on  the 
tliree  principles  of  sound  science,  prudent  management,  and  meaningful  public  involvement,  the 
State  of  Alaska  believes  that  "Doing  h  Right"  is  key  to  successfid  and  responsible  oil  and  gas 
development  in  the  NPR-A. 

We  recommend  the  entire  planning  area  be  available  for  leasing,  with  special  consideration  given 
to  some  crucial  areas  within.  The  state  recommends  the  folloviang  proposal  for  these  areas:   I) 
that  leasing  in  the  Critical  Goose  Molting  Area  to  the  north  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  be  delayed;  2) 
that  no  surface  entry  be  allov^'ed  in  two  critical  Teshekpuk  caribou  migration  corridors;  and  3) 
thai  no  surface  entry  be  allowed  in  Teshekpuk  Lake,  and  important  subsistence  hunting  and 
fishing  area  for  the  Iniipiat  people.  These  three  recommendations  are  part  of  the  State  of 
Alaska's  preferred  alternative  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  proposed 
alternatives.  It  is  the  slate's  position  that  no  permanent  federal  classifications  or  willidrawals  are 
necessary  to  ensure  protection  of  Ihe  environment  and  wildlife  resources  in  the  NPR-A  planning 
area. 

'I'hc  State  of  Alaska  believes  the  petroleum  resources  in  the  NPR-A  are  of  great  potential  benefit 
to  tlie  Nation.    Tlirough  increasing  domestic  production,  decreasing  America's 
dependence  on  foreign  oil,  increasing  federal  revenue.-;,  and  increasing  jobs,  petroleum 
development  in  the  NPR-A  is  an  essential  element  to  the  futvire  energy  security  of  the  United 
Stales. 


Mr.  Gene  Terland 
March  12,  1998 
Page  2 


When  making  a  decision  on  the  preferred  leasing  alternative  for  the  NPR-A,  it  is  important  to 
keep  in  mind  the  fact  that  only  certain  regions  of  Ihe  planning  area  are  likely  to  contain 
economically  viable  petroleum  deposits.  These  areas  of  high  prospectivity  are  key  to  successful 
development  in  the  NPR-A.  And  it  is  in  these  very  areas  that  the  State  of  Alaska  has  redoubled 
its  efforts  to  "Do  it  Right"  in  order  to  ensure  environmental  prolecLion  while  allowing  resource 
development. 

The  State  of  Alaska  recommends  the  Record  of  Decision  be  completed  in  a  timely  manner  and 
the  decision  to  hold  a  lease  sale  follow  soon  aRer.  We  would  like  to  thank  the  BLM  for  the  lime 
and  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS. 


Sincerely, 


To^i^Xnowles 
Govemor 
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Executive  Summary 

State  of  Alaska  Comments  on  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statetnent 

Regarding  Renewed  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 

in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 

March  12, 1998 

Doing  Development  Right  in  the  NPR-A 

The  State  of  Alaska  supports  resumption  of  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserve  -  Alaska  (NPR-A)  and  favors  leasing  the  entire  area  under  study.  The 
Knowles  Administration  strongly  believes  the  oil  beneath  the  NPR-A  can  be 
developed  in  a  responsible  way  that  provides  ftiel  and  jobs  for  America,  while 
protecting  the  environment  and  wildlife  that  depend  on  it.  This  document 
represents  a  summary  of  the  State  of  Alaska's  recommendations  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  on  how  this  can  be  accomplished  tlirough  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  and  lease  sale  processes. 

Nearly  three  decades  of  oil  development  experience  give  Alaskans  the  expertise  to 
extract  the  hundreds  of  millions  of  barrels  of  oil  believed  to  be  beneath  the  NPR-A 
in  a  manner  consistent  with  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Production  Act  of 
1976.  That  Act  states  that  development  must  occur  m  a  manner  that  "will  ensure 
maximum  protection  of  such  surface  values  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  this  Act  for  exploration  of  the  reserve." 

The  State  of  Alaska  subscribes  to  a  three-part  "doing  development  right" 
philosophy.  These  principles  -  sound  science,  prudent  management,  and 
meaningfiil  public  involvement  -  are  key  to  successful  and  responsible  oil  and  gas 
development  in  the  NPR-A.  Doing  it  Right  is  the  philosophy  and  policy  direction 
developed  by  the  Knowles  Administration  and  one  of  the  guiding  principles  for 
the  State  of  Alaska's  comments  on  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  of  Alaska 
(NPR-A)  Draft  EIS. 

Smce  the  first  test  well  was  drilled  in  the  NPR-A  in  1949,  there  have  been 
significant  advances  in  scientific  knowledge  and  technology  concerning 
development  in  Arctic  ecosystems.  These  improvements  have  reduced  the  cost  of 
oil  production  and  have  significantly  reduced  the  environmental  impact  and 
footprint  associated  with  oil  and  gas  operations.  Our  goal  is  to  ensure  that 
Alaska's  North  Slope  oil,  including  reserves  in  the  NPR-A,  are  explored  and 
produced  in  an  environmentally  safe  manner. 


Preferred  Alternative 

The  State's  altemative  to  the  EIS,  depicted  in  the  attached  map,  recommends  that 
the  entire  planning  area  -  19  percent  of  the  total  NPR-A  -  be  available  for  leasing. 
However,  we  believe  that  there  are  some  areas  within  the  planning  area,  because 
of  their  important  surface  resources  and  subsistence  uses,  that  deserve  special 
attention,  including  the  high-density  goose  molting  area  northeast  of  Teshekpuk 
Lake,  Teshekpuk  Lake  itself,  caribou  migration  and  calving  corridors  northwest 
and  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake,  and  the  main  stem  of  Fish  Creek. 

The  State  recommends  the  following  for  these  areas: 

1 )  Leasing  in  the  Goose  Molting  Management  Area  to  the  north  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake  be  delayed  and  that  no  surface  facilities  be  allowed  in 
this  area; 

2)  No  (or  limited)  surface  facilities  be  allowed  in  two  critical  Teshekpuk 
caribou  migration  and  calving  corridors  located  within  the  Caribou 
Management  Area  (CMA);  and 

3)  No  surface  facilities  be  allowed  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  within  a  3-mile 
buffer  along  the  main  stem  of  Fish  Creek,  two  important  subsistence 
hunting  and  fishing  areas  for  the  Inupiat  people. 

The  State  also  supports  protection  of  important  fish,  wildlife,  and  subsistence 
values  in  the  Colville  River  corridor  and  is  prepared  to  participate  in  an 
independent,  joint  management  plarming  effort  with  other  adjoining  landowners. 
The  State  believes  no  permanent  federal  classifications  or  withdrawals  are 
necessary  to  ensure  adequate  protection  of  the  environment  and  wildlife  resources 
in  the  NPR-A  planning  area. 

The  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  an  on-going  and  extensive  research  and 
monitoring  program  be  designed  and  implemented  by  a  federal,  state,  NSB,  and 
industry  research  and  monitoring  team,  in  cooperation  with  the  Subsistence 
Advisory  Panel. 

Oil  Prospects  in  NPR-A 

The  Alpine  Field  just  to  the  east  of  NPR-A  is  a  newly  discovered  giant  oil 
accumulation  containing  about  365  million  barrels  of  high-quality  economically 
recoverable  reserves  of  oil.  This  discovery  has  focused  national  attention  on  the 
possibility  of  renewed  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  because  of  its  large  size  and  proximal 
location.  However,  it  is  also  the  particular  rock  formation  containing  the  Alpine 
oil  deposit  that  has  generated  so  much  excitement  from  petroleum  geoscientists. 
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The  oif-bearing  formation  was  previously  unknown,  and  now,  having  been 
revealed  at  Alpine  Field,  is  projected  as  a  favorable  exploration  target  area 
trending  generally  westward  into  the  NPR-A  planning  area. 

Benefits  to  the  Nation 

While  the  State  of  Alaska  has  a  clear  interest  in  the  jobs  and  revenues  associated 
with  potential  development  in  the  NPR-A,  oil  development  in  this  area  can  play  a 
major  and  positive  role  in  addressing  important  national  and  international  issues, 
as  well. 

A  reliable  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  in  the  NPR-A  that  results  in  commercial 
production  would  benefit  the  nation  by:  1)  providing  the  federal  government 
revenues  from  bonus  bids,  taxes,  and  royalties;  2)  reducing  the  nation's 
dependence  on  foreign  oil;  3)  lessening  the  trade  deficit;  4)  increasing  jobs  for 
Americans;  and  5)  maintaining  the  viability  of  TAPS,  an  important  national  asset. 

The  State  of  Alaska's  comments  and  preferred  alternative  show  that  the  federal 
government  can  undertake  a  project  of  this  importance  to  the  security  of  the  nation 
and  still  balance  the  interests  of  the  environment,  industry,  indigenous  peoples, 
and  state  and  local  governments. 

The  State  of  Alaska  believes  the  alternative  proposed  in  Section  11,  considered 
within  the  framework  of  the  EIS  process  instituted  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  is  a  showcase  of  theNEPA.  The  level  of  cooperation  between  federal, 
state,  and  local  government  entities  exemplifies  how  the  NEPA  can  and  should 
work.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  can  and  should  make  available  for  leasing  this 
portion  of  the  NPR-A  while  still  protecting  the  valuable  surface  resources  of  the 
area,  for  the  benefit  of  all  Americans. 
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Part  I 

I.       Introduction 

V^"  f^'''l?l^^^^^^  '"'PP'"'"  '■^^""'P'io"  of  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  - 
Alaska  (NPR-A)  because  the  Knowles  Administration  strongly  believes  that  the  oil 
beneath  the  NPR-A  can  be  developed  m  a  responsible  way  that  provides  fuel  and  jobs  for 
Amenca,  and  protects  the  environment  and  wildlife  that  depend  on  it. 

Nearly  three  decades  of  oil  development  experience  give  Alaskans  the  expertise  to  extract 
the  hundreds  of  millions  of  barrels  of  oil  believed  to  be  beneath  the  NPR-A  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Production  Act  of  1976  That  Act  states 
that  development  must  occur  in  a  manner  that  "will  ensure  maximum  protection  of  such 
surface  values  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  this  Act  for  exploration  of 
the  reserve. 

The  State's  alternative  to  the  Draf^  Environmental  Impact  Statemem  (EIS)  recommends 
that  the  entire  study  area  (19  percem  of  the  total  NPR-A)  be  available  for  leasing. 

However,  we  believe  that  there  are  some  crucial  areas  within  the  study  area  that  deserve 
special  attention.  The  State  recommends  the  following  proposal  for  these  areas-  1)  that 
leasmg  in  the  Goose  Molting  Management  Area  to  the  north  of  Teshckpuk  Lake  be 
delayed;  2)  tliat  no  surface  entry  be  allowed  in  two  critical  Tcshekpuk  caribou  migration 
corridors;  3)  that  no  surface  entry  be  allowed  in  Tcshekpuk  Lake;  and  4)  that  no  surface 
entry  be  allowed  withm  a  3-mile  corridor  on  both  sides  of  the  main  stem  of  Fish  Creek 
(as  defined  by  the  North  Slope  Borough  (NSB))  with  the  exception  of  essential  pipelines 
and  roads.  Both  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Fish  Creek  are  important  subsistence  hunting  and 
fishing  areas  for  the  Inupiat  people.  The  State  of  Alaska  developed  its  preferred 
alternative  based  upon  careful  analysis  of  wildlife  and  habitat  values,  subsistence  needs 
economic  and  social  progress  and  the  use  of  applied  technology  advances.  In  the  opinion 
ot  the  State,  no  permanent  federal  classifications  or  withdrawals  are  necessary  to  ensure 
adequate  protection  of  the  environment  and  wildlife  resources  in  the  NPR-A  planning 


The  State  of  Alaska  subscribes  to  a  three-part  "doing  development  right"  philosophy 
ITiese  principles  -  sound  science,  pnident  management,  and  meaningful  pubhc 
mvolvement  -  are  key  to  successful  and  responsible  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  NPR- 
A.  Since  the  first  test  well  was  drilled  in  the  NPR-A  in  1949,  there  have  been  significant 
advances  in  scientific  knowledge  and  technology  concerning  development  in  Arctic 
ecosystems. 

These  advances  mean  that  America's  energy  sources  can  be  developed  in  a  way  that 
protects  the  environment,  while  ensuring  the  quality  of  life  for  Americans.   We  no  longer 
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must  choose  between  development  and  preservation.  Right  now,  at  the  edge  of  a  new 
millennium,  we  have  an  opportunity  that  has  eluded  past  generations  -  we  can  do  it  right. 
Doing  it  Right  is  the  philosophy  and  policy  direction  developed  by  the  Knowles 
Administration  and  one  of  the  guiding  principles  for  the  State  of  Alaska's  comments  on 
the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  of  Alaska  (NPR-A)  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS).  It  is  founded  on  the  belief  that  resource  management  must  be  done 
"right,"  or  not  at  all.  Doing  it  Right  is  a  comprehensive  inter-disciplinary  approach  to 
resource  management  that  ensures  continued  use,  enjoyment,  and  sustainability  of  our 
natural  resources  for  present  and  fiiture  generations.  It  means  working  with  communities 
and  citizens  to  ensure  stewardship  of  Alaska's  natural  resources  while  protecting  air, 
water,  wildlife,  and  habitat.  It  means  protecting  traditional  practices  and  cuhural  values! 
such  as  subsistence  harvest  of  fish  and  game  resources,  which  is  an  essential  part  of  the 
culture  and  economy  of  the  North  Slope's  Inupiat  people.  It  means  consulting  with  rural 
governments  and  communities,  to  assure  their  involvement  in  decisions  that  affect 
traditional  subsistence  uses  and  resources,  including  important  stakeholders  such  as  the 
people  of  the  Yukon  and  Kuskokwim  delta  who  rely  upon  certain  Teshekpuk  geese  to 
meet  their  subsistence  needs.  It  means  providing  well-paying  jobs  for  local  people, 
conu-acts  for  local  businesses,  ensuring  decisions  are  community-based,  and  giving 
communities  the  opportunity  to  participate  and  benefit  at  all  levels.  It  means  challenging 
and  partnering  with  industry  as  stewards  to  go  beyond  compliance.  Doing  it  Right  has 
three  specific  components: 

•  Sound  science  -  bringing  to  bear  the  latest  and  best  scientific  information  about  the 
resources  to  bear  including  the  best  technologies  and  local  knowledge; 

•  Prudent  management  -  a)  ensuring  conservation  and  sustainability,  b)  relying  on 
resident  businesses  and  workers,  and  c)  including  field  monitoring  and  verification  to 
assure  quality  information  and  adaptive  management,  prior  to,  during  and  following 
development;  and 


Responsive,  meaningful  public  involvement 
and  citizens  in  ongoing  public  review. 


including  stakeholders,  communities. 


Today,  Alaska  is  developing  the  world's  safest  and  most  advanced  oil  exploration, 
production,  and  transportation  system  and  we  are  continually  working  to  make  it  even 
safer  and  better.  Numerous  technological  advancements  have  been  made  over  the  last  two 
decades  of  oil  development  on  Alaska's  North  Slope.  The  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  has 
undergone  an  intensive  management  review  and  upgrade  in  recent  years  and  the  most 
sophisticated  technology  is  being  developed  for  tanker  safety.  These  improvements  have 
reduced  the  cost  of  oil  production  and  have  significantly  reduced  the  environmental 
impact  and  footprint  associated  with  oil  and  gas  operations.  Our  goal  is  to  ensure  that 
Alaska's  North  Slope  oil,  including  reserves  in  the  NPR-A,  are  explored  and  produced  in 
an  environmentally  safe  manner. 
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With  careful  planning  and  appropriate  lease  and  permit  stipulations,  healthy  populations 
of  caribou,  geese,  and  other  wildlife  can  co-exist  with  oil  development  in  the  NPR-A. 
This  includes  protection  of  resources  to  ensure  the  continuation  of  traditional  cultural  and 
subsistence  practices. 

II.  Legislative  History 


The  legislative  history  of  the  NPR-A  illustrates  Congress'  intent  to  create  and  maintain  a 
resen-e  in  which  petroleum  development  can  take  place,  while  maintaining  stringent 
standards  of  environmental  protection.  That  history  shows  that  while  protection  of  the 
NPR-A's  unique  environment  is  an  important  goal,  Congress  intended  that  it  not  be  the 
exclusive  goal  for  management  of  the  NPR-A.  Rather,  Congress  intended  that 
environmental  protection  take  place  in  the  context  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development. 

The  land  that  makes  up  the  NPR-A  was  designated  in  1923  by  Executive  Order  3797-A 
issued  by  President  Warren  G.  Harding,  which  withdrew  the  area  from  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  and  created  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4.  The  Reser\'e  was  created  to 
ensure  that  the  Navy's  ships  would  have  adequate  petroleum  supplies  during  times  of 
war.  H.R.  Rep.  No.  94-81  (1976).  By  the  1970's,  the  historical  need  for  the  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserve  had  diminished,  however,  the  nation  found  itself  in  an  energy  crisis. 

Partly  in  response  to  that  crisis,  in  1976  Congress  passed  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves 
Production  Act,  which  re-named  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  the  "National  Petroleum 
Reserve  in  Alaska"  (NPR-A),  provided  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  jurisdiction  over  the 
Reserve,  and  authorized  exploration  activities  in  the  Reserve.  42  U.S.C.  §§6502  -  504. 
Congress  also  directed  that  two  studies  be  undertaken,  to  as.sess  the  best  overall 
procedures  for  developing,  producing,  transporting  and  distributing  the  petroleum 
resources,  and  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  review  of  all  non-petroleum  resource  values 
in  the  NPR-A.  Pub.  L.  94-258,  Sec.  105;  H.R.  Conf.  Rep.  No.  94-942,  sec  105(a)  (b) 
(1976). 

After  the  conclusion  of  these  studies,  Congress  plainly  demonstrated  its  commitment  to 
using  the  Reserve  for  petroleum  production  by  passing  legislation  in  1980  allowing 
competitive  leasing  in  the  NPR-A.  42  U.S.C.  §  6508.  This  law  required  "an  expeditious 
program  of  competitive  leasing  of  oil  and  gas"  in  the  NPR-A,  and  included  a  provision 
addressing  enviroiunental  concerns.  This  proviso  required  the  Secretary  to  include 
restrictions  "to  mitigate  reasonably  foreseeable  and  significantly  adverse  effects  on  the 
surface  resources"  of  the  NPR-A.  Id. 

Ihe  laws  that  established  the  NPR-A  and  allowed  competitive  leasing  of  the  area 
emphasized  the  goals  of  developing  the  petroleum  resources  within  the  Reserve,  and 
environmental  protection. 

State  of  Alaska  NPR-A  Comments 
Page  3 


001 


V-129 


Although  protection  of  the  unique  environment  was  to  be  given  carefiil  consideration  the 
histor?  behind  the  laws  makes  clear  that  environmental  protection  was  not  intended  to 
exclude  development  of  the  Reserve's  petroleum  resources. 

This  conclusion  is  bolstered  by  a  review  of  the  relevant  committee  reports.  For  example 
the  House  Committee  on  Inlerior  atid  Insular  Affairs  stated  that  the  bill  was  intended  to 
direct  the  Secretary,  to  explore  for  oil  and  gas  on  the  22  million-acre  Naval  Petroleum 
ar»w,!!t\  Z^^^'^^-  ^^  '"  "-^POrt  his  findings  annually  to  Congress.  H.R.  Rep.  No 
94-81  (1976).  Moreover,  the  Committee  believed  there  was  an  urgent  national  need  for 
immediate  action  to  produce  more  domestic  oil  and  natural  gas.  Id.  The  Committee 
found  "[i]t  IS  vital  to  the  national  interest  to  assess  the  amoum  and  location  of  potential 
oil  and  gas  available  in  [the  NPR-A]."  Id.  Congress  viewed  the  NPR-A  as  an  integral 
part  of  the  program  to  mcrcase  domestic  petroleum  production  and  boost  the  nation's 
economy. 

The  record  also  reflects  Congress'  attempt  to  balance  oil  and  gas  development  with 
protection  ot  scenic,  wildlife,  and  other  surface  values.  Congress  specifically  provided 
that  exploration  within  certain  areas  containing  significant  surface  resources  and  values 
should  be  conducted  so  as  to  assure  the  "maximum  protection"  of  such  values  but  only 
to  the  extent  consistent  with  the  requirement  of  the  Act  for  the  exploration  of  the 
reserve."  42  U.S.C.  §6504(b).  The  Conference  Committee  report  stated  that 

It  is  the  intention  of  this  provision  to  immediately  authorize  Uie  Secretary 
to  require  that  the  exploration  activities  within  these  designated  areas  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  designed  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  the 
values  that  these  areas  contain.  While  'maximum  protection  of  such 
surface  values'  is  not  a  prohibition  of  exploration-related  activities  within 
such  areas,  it  is  intended  that  such  exploration  operations  will  be 
conducted  in  a  manner  which  will  minimize  the  adverse  impact  on  the 
environment. 

H.  R.  Conf  Rep.  No.  94-942  (1976). 

This  language  is  compelling  evidence  that  Congress  envisioned  a  balancing  of  uses  of  the 
NPR-A,  and  not  a  prohibition  of  oil  and  gas  related  activity.  The  protection  of  surface 
values  was  dius  not  intended  to  be  the  absolute  goal. 

This  view  was  fiirther  manifested  in  the  legislation  that  allowed  leasing  of  and  actoal 
production  from  the  NPR-A.  The  leasing  program  was  to  be  "expeditious"  and  designed 
to  promote  development,  allowing  leasing  of  large  tracts  of  up  to  60,000  acres  each  with 
ten-year  primary  terms.  42  U.S.C.  §  6508. 
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The  use  of  the  NPR-A  as  a  petroleum  reserve  was  also  a  significant  factor  in  Congress" 
consideration  of  the  .Maska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA).  16 
U.S.C.  .1101  el.  seq.  During  the  congressional  debates  preceding  the  1980  enactment  of 
mineral  closures  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  the  NPR-A  was  consistently 
recognized  as  an  area  reserved  for  potential  petroleum  development. 

In  conclusion,  the  legislative  history  of  the  NPR-A  establishes  that  Congress  envisioned 
that  the  Reserve  serve  the  country's  need  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development, 
while  not  neglecting  scenic,  wildlife  and  other  resource  values.  Consistent  with  this 
purpose,  Congress  specifically  provided  that  environmental  condition*  or  restrictions 
should  not  prohibit  oil  and  gas  development.  Accordingly,  the  State  of  Alaska's 
preferred  alternative  would  carry  out  the  manifest  intent  of  Congress  to  realize  the  oil 
and  gas  potential  of  the  NPR-A,  while  protecting  its  valuable  surface  resources. 


GDI 


III.  Benefits  to  the  Nation 

With  American  domestic  oil  production  in  decline,  this  country  is  increasingly  dependent 
on  uncertain  sources  of  foreign  energy.  For  example  in  1973,  at  the  height  of  the  energy 
crisis,  the  U.S.  was  dependent  on  foreign  oil  for  only  36  percent  of  its  needs.  Today, 
imported  crude  oil  has  increased  to  56  percent  of  the  United  States'  total  crude  oil  supply 
(USDOE/IEA-0109  (97/12)  p.6).  The  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  forecasts  that 
petroleum  imports  will  grow  to  two-thirds  of  U.S.  consumption  by  the  year  2020 
(USDOE/tEA-0383  (98)  p.  67).  With  the  growing  U.S.  reliance  on  foreign  oil,  much  of  it 
coming  from  unstable  Middle  Eastern  sources,  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  NPR-A  is 
a  critical  element  of  national  energy  policy. 

The  State  of  Alaska  supports  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy's  continuing  efforts  to 
advance  conservation,  explore  the  use  of  alternative  energy  sources,  and  achieve  higher 
efficiencies  using  conventional  fossil  fuels.  Tax  incentives  for  certain  alternative  energy 
applications  and  for  encouraging  enhanced  efficiency  are  an  integral  part  of  our  national 
energy  policy  and  the  first  steps  toward  a  future  less  dependent  on  diminishing  fossil 
fuels. 

Currently  and  for  the  foreseeable  future,  the  U.S.  has  an  energy  policy  that  is  geared 
largely  to  the  continued  use  of  fossil  fuels  for  our  primary  energy  needs.  Oil  provides  40 
percent  of  the  energy  Americans  consume  and  97  percent  of  our  transportation  fuels 
(American  Petroleum  Institute,  Facts  About  Oil,  1997).  Although  this  policy  has  been 
subject  to  some  criticism,  the  practicality  of  switching  from  such  a  cheap  and  abundant 
energy  source,  the  higher  associated  costs,  the  timefi-ame,  and  the  potential  impacts  to  the 
overall  economic  health  of  the  nation  argue  for  a  cautious  approach.  Resolving  the 
problems  inherent  in  fossil  iliel  consumption  and/or  converting  to  other  sources  will 
require  long-term  commitments  and  the  need  to  phase  in  changes  slowly.  A  viable  oil 
and  gas  leasing  program  in  the  NPR-A  can  play  a  critical  role  in  this  transition. 
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There  is  a  common  misconception  that  new  field  development  and  ftinher  investment  in 
currently  producing  fields  negates  the  need  for  exploration  in  the  NPR-A.  In  reality, 
despite  the  planned  or  possible  development  of  six  new  fields  on  Alaska's  North  Slope' 
production  is  leveling  off.  The  production  decline  in  major  North  Slope  fields  is  not 
bemg  replaced  by  production  from  newly  developed  smaller  fields.  It  is  Important  to 
consider  the  following  facts: 

New  field  start-ups  for  the  1999-2003  timefi^me  include  Alpine,  Badarai,  Tarn, 
Northstar,  and  possibly  Liberty.  Cumulatively,  these  fields  are  expected  to  add  205,000 
barrels  per  day  of  new  oil  production.  Additionally,  development  of  small  satellite  fi'elds 
in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field  area  and  the  "ramp-up"  of  heavy  oil  production  fi-om  the  West 
Sak  zone  (Kuparuk  River  and  Mihie  Point  fields)  could  add  a  total  of  85,000  barrels  of 
oi!  per  day.  This  gives  the  possibility  of  a  total  of  290,000  barrels  per  day  of  new  oil 
production  in  the  next  six  years. 

Despite  these  new  developments,  total  North  Slope  production  is  not  expected  to  grow 
This  is  because  these  increases  will  not  offset  the  decline  fi-om  the  much  larger  producing 
fields  which  make  up  the  majority  of  Alaska's  production,  namely  the  supergiant 
Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk  River  oil  fields.  Additionally,  two  other  giant  fields.  Point 
Mclntyre  and  Endicon  have  also  begun  to  decline  in  production.  Total  daily  North  Slope 
field  production  has  declined  between  60,000  to  70,000  barrels  during  each  of  the  last 
five  years. 

This  pattern  of  new  production  not  offsetting  decline  has  been  documented  for  the  past  10 
years.  North  Slope  oil  production  has  declined  40  percent  from  its  peak  of  2  200  000 
barrels  per  day  in  1988  to  1,300,000  barrels  per  day  in  1997.  During  that  10-ye^  period 
four  new  fields  -  Point  Mclntyre,  Niakuk,  North  Pnidhoe  Bay,  and  West  Beach  -  came  on 
line,  imd  several  billion  dollars  worth  of  enhanced  oil  recovery  projects  were 
implemented  in  the  Kuparuk  and  Prudhoe  Bay  fields.  Without  the  fiiture  discovery  of 
large  new  fields  in  areas  such  as  the  NPR-A,  North  Slope  production  is  likely  to  decline 
to  the  detriment  of  the  State,  the  (NSB),  and  the  nation. 

It  is  also  important  to  understand  that  considerable  lead-time  is  required  in  Arctic  Alaska 
to  take  a  commercial  reserve  fi-om  discovery  to  ultimate  production.  Undiscovered 
resources  in  areas  like  the  NPR-A  cannot  be  instantly  tapped  when  some  future  need 
arises  or  the  price  of  oil  increases.  It  takes  nearly  10  years  to  bring  new  production  on 
line  on  the  North  Slope.  The  Badami  field,  discovered  in  1990,  is  anticipated  to  begin 
production  in  1999.  The  Alpine  Field  was  discovered  in  1994  and  is  scheduled  to  begin 
initial  production  in  2000,  one  of  the  fastest  turnarounds  fi-om  discovery  to  production 
ever.  Final  development  drilling,  however,  will  not  be  completed  before  2004. 
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In  addition  the  process  of  offering  competitive  leases  combined  with  the  pre-discovery 
exploration  phase  normally  adds  an  additional  two  to  five  years  that  must  be  added  to  the 
overall  planning  horizon. 

A.  Revenue  Projections 

The  federal  treasury  has  collected  an  estimated  $24  billion  fi-om  Prudhoe  Bay  since  the 
field  went  on-line  in  1977.  Between  1980  and  1985,  the  United  States'  government  also 
collected  an  additional  $8  billion  in  windfall-profit  taxes  fi-om  Prudhoe  producers.  The 
other  producing  North  Slope  fields,  and  the  pipeline  itself,  have  generated  an  estimated 
$5  billion  for  the  federal  trea.sury.  Together,  Alaska's  North  Slope  oil  fields  and  the 
Trans-Alaska  pipeline  have  generated  an  estimated  $37  billion  for  the  federal  treasury 
since  1977. 

The  anficipated  contribufion  to  the  federal  treasury  fi-om  new,  smaller  Alaska  fields 
(Badami,  Alpine,  etc.)  is  difficult  to  predict  based  on  oil  production  and  prices.  For 
example,  if  oil  averaged  $20  a  barrel  over  the  life  of  the  fields,  the  federal  government 
would  receive  as  much  as  $7.3  billion  in  addition  to  revenues  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field. 
That's  based  on  1.5  billion  barrels  of  recoverable  oil  in  those  fields. 

The  anticipated  federal  revenues  fi-om  a  300  million-barrel  field  in  the  NPR-A  would  be 
$2.0  billion  at  an  average  oil  price  of  $20  over  the  life  of  the  project.  A  500  million- 
barrel  field  in  NPR-A  would  up  the  federal  revenues  to  around  $3.0  billion.  NPR-A  lease 
sale  bonuses  also  could  produce  an  additional  $50  million  to  $500  million  for  the  federal 
treasury,  even  after  the  State's'  revenues  are  deducted. 

Industry  interest  in  this  geographic  region  remains  high.  The  State's  most  recent  northern 
lease  sale  was  for  offshore  tracts  with  a  16  2/3  percent  royalty.  Although  in  the  offshore 
and  with  an  aggressive  royalty  term,  more  than  90  percent  of  the  tracts  sold,  generating 
bonus  bids  of  over  $28  million  to  the  State.  With  interest  this  high  in  offshore  areas 
which  are  more  expensive  to  explore  and  develop,  the  State  expects  even  greater  interest, 
and  the  resulting  federal  revenues,  in  the  NPR-A. 

B.  Lessen  the  Trade  Deficit 

An  added  benefit  of  reducing  U.S.  dependency  on  foreign  sources  for  energy  is  an 
accompanying  reduction  in  the  national  trade  deficit.  Totaling  more  than  $50  billion  a 
year,  the  cost  of  foreign  energy  is  more  than  60  percent  of  our  trade  deficit,  with  imported 
oil  being  the  largest  contributing  commodity.  Domestic  energy  production  can  help 
offset  the  growing  trade  imbalance. 

This  deficit  can  be  moderated  only  through  aggressive  programs  of  improving  efficiency 
as  well  as  increasing  domestic  crude  production. 
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Less  than  4  percent  of  the  surplus  oil  from  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  is  exported    It  is 
also  important  to  note  that  at  the  present  time  less  than  4  percent  of  North'Slope  oil  is 
exported  to  markets  in  the  Far  East.  Although  crude  oil  exports  contribute  to  the 
reduction  ol  the  nation's  trade  imbalance,  export  of  North  Slope  oil  is  not  likely  to 
increase.  The  U.S.  west  coast  remains  the  most  attractive  market  for  Alaska  crude  oil  and 
will  rcmam  so  as  North  Slope  production  declines.  ITie  production  from  the  NPR-A  will 
be  for  the  domestic  market,  which  will  not  only  reduce  our  nation's  dependency  on 
foreign  energy  sources  but  will  help  to  reduce  our  trade  deficit. 

C.       Increased  Jobs  for  the  Nation 

^n''L'!^™.''l"^"'°°  ''^"P'^  "^  employed  by  the  U.S.  petroleum  industry,  with  nearly 
380  000  jobs  based  m  the  U.S.  Although  this  number  is  only  a  fraction  of  the  American 
work  force,  these  jobs  are  high-skill,  high-paying  jobs,  receiving  more  than  30  percent 
above  the  wage  of  the  average  U.S.  worker,  -nre  Draft  EIS  estimates  direct  employment 
could  peak  bet^veen  2,200  and  4,200  jobs  during  the  development  phase,  but  sustainable 
employment  during  the  production  phase  will  be  700  to  1,400  One  of  the  main 
companies  working  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  is  BP  Exploration  (Alaska)  Inc.  and  in 
1996,  It  achieved  84  percent  Alaskan  hire. 

It's  no  secret  Alaska's  economy  is  largely  dependent  on  natural  resource  development 
I  he  challenge  is  protecting  our  environment  without  compromising  economic 
development  and  jobs.  Alaskans  have  a  vested  interest  in  the  success  of  an  NPR-A 
leasing  program.  Currently,  the  State  of  Alaska  receives  approximately  80  percent  of  its 
revenues  from  oil  development  and  will  receive  50  percent  of  all  bonuses,  rentals  and 
royalties  generated  from  NPR-A  leases.  Local  communities  will  receive  a  priority 
allocation  of  these  revenues.  Alaskans  will  see  significant  benefits  from  NPR-A 
developmem  m  direct  employment  for  jobs  in  petroleum  exploration,  development 
production,  and  related  activities,  as  well  as  employment  in  oil  support  services  and  retail 
industries. 

D.  TAPS  Summary 

Commercial  oil  production  from  the  NPR-A  will  help  to  extend  the  life  of  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Oil  Pipeline  System  (TAPS)  by  keeping  the  daily  throughput  rate  above  the 
economic  limit  for  a  longer  period  of  time.  The  fixed  TAPS  operating  costs  will  be 
spread  out  over  more  barrels  thus  lowering  the  taiiff  for  all  barrels.  In  addition  to 
extendmg  the  life  of  TAPS  and  increasing  ultimate  recovery  from  all  producing  fields 
this  tariff-lowering  effect  also  increases  state  and  federal  taxes  and  royalties  from  all 
producing  fields  because  taxes  and  royalties  are  based  on  nelback  oil  prices  that  depend 
in  part  on  the  pipeline  tariff  rate. 


Longer  TAPS  life  will  benefit  existing  oil  fields  on  state,  federal  and  private  lands  More 
oil  will  be  produced  at  a  higher  North  Slope  value  per  barrel.  Likewise,  a  longer  North 
Slope  production  window  will  promote  more  exploration  and  development  on  those  same 
lands,  including  geophysical  activities,  leasing  and  exploratory  wells.  A  longer  TAPS 
life  means  that  the  TAPS  owners  are  more  likely  to  improve  existing  infrasUTiclure 
invest  in  new  pipeline  equipment  and  upgrades,  and  continue  to  improve  operating 
practices.  The  TAPS  line  will  remain  a  part  of  the  tax  base  longer  for  the  local 
communities  along  the  corridor.  Local  refineries  in  Fairbanks  and  Valdez  rely  on  oil  from 
TAPS  to  meet  many  but  not  all  in-state  petroleum  needs.  TAPS  is  die  vital  link  in  that 
system.  National  security  and  the  overall  balance  of  trade  are  improved  with  the  addition 
of  more  North  Slope  oil  production,  which  in  turn  is  shipped  through  TAPS. 

There  is  no  currently  viable  alternative  to  the  TAPS  line  to  export  and  market  North 
S  ope  oil.  If  TAPS  is  shut  down  and  abandoned,  it  would  take  another  super  giant  North 
Slope  field  discovery  to  support  building  a  brand  new  oil  line.  A  discovery  of  this  size  is 
unlikely  on  the  North  Slope.  Recent  North  Slope  oil  discoveries  have  been  relativclv 
remote,  smaller  to  mid-sized  fields  and  very  small  satellite  fields  adjacent  to  currently 
producing  fields.  In  addition,  a  new  line,  if  built,  would  charge  a  much  higher  mitial  per 
barrel  tariff  ^ 

Alaskans  helped  pay  for  the  TAPS  line  since  the  tariff  is  one  of  the  deductions  from  the 
west  coast  Alaska  North  Slope  oil  price  used  to  calculate  State  oil  royalties  and  taxes 
(about  25  percent  of  the  total  tariff  is  the  State's  share).  After  some  20  years  of  TAPS 
operations,  the  tariff  rate  is  finally  starting  to  be  reduced  because  most  of  the  initial 
inveslments  are  almost  fully  depreciated.  Wc,  as  a  State,  now  have  a  responsibility  to 
protect  and  best  utilize  our  "paid  for"  pipeline. 

E.       Energy  and  the  National  Energy  Strategy 

On  February  18,  U.S.  Energy  Secretary  Federico  Pena  announced  the  anticipated  spring 
release  of  the  Department  of  Energy's  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy  The 
draft  document  includes  the  following  goals  for  the  nation  in  its  energy  consumption  and 
u.se;  1)  Ensuring  the  efficiency  of  die  energy  system;  2)  Ensuring  against  energy 
disruptions;  3)  Promoting  energy  production  and  use  in  ways  that  reflect  human  health 
and  environmental  values. 

The  first  three  goals  of  this  Draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Sfrategy  (DCNES) 
relate  directly  to  the  State  of  Alaska's  support  for  the  resumption  of  leasing  in  the  NPR- 
A.  The  State  of  Alaska  supports  the  Department  of  Energy's  programs  for  advancing 
technology,  improving  efficiency  and  increasing  the  nation's  use  of  alternative  fuels  as 
means  for  decreasing  our  dependency  on  oil. 
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However,  with  40  percent  of  the  total  energy  consumption  In  the  United  States  and  97 
percent  of  our  transportation  fiiels  based  on  oil,  it  is  predicted  that  we  will  continue  to  be 
dependent  upon  oil  as  an  energy  source  for  the  foreseeable  tiiture. 

This  means  that  in  order  to  ensure  against  energy  disruptions,  as  the  second  goal  of  the 
DCNES  states,  it  is  necessao'  to  develop  domestic  sources  now.  The  DCNES  explicitly 
states  that  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  "first  stop  and  then  reverse  the  decline  in 
domestic  oil  production"  by  2005.    The  NPR-A  can  be  a  crucial  part  of  this  reversal. 

The  fmal,  but  perhaps  most  important  goal  of  the  DCNES,  is  "promoting  energy 
production  and  use  in  ways  that  reflect  human  health  and  environmental  values."  As 
stated  earlier,  the  State  of  Alaska  is  dedicated  to  Doing  it  Right,  meaning  that  NPR-A 
development  must  be  conducted  in  a  way  that  ensures  the  protection  of  the  air,  water, 
wildlife,  and  habitat.  In  this  way  wc  can  ensure  a  healthy  environment  and  a  healthy 
human  population  which  depends  upon  that  environment  for  its  subsistence  needs.  This 
position  is  consistent  with  the  goals  of  the  Draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy 
Strategy  and  the  State's  support  of  resumed  leasing  in  the  NPR-A. 

IV.    Stewardship  of  Natural  Resources  and  Trust  Responsibilitj'  to 
Alaska  Natives 

The  State  of  Alaska  recognizes  the  responsibilities  of  the  Secretary  of  Interior  as  the 
steward  of  the  natural  resources  of  the  U.S..  In  addition,  the  State' understands  the 
Secretary  of  Interior's  special  trust  responsibility  to  American  Indians  and  Alaska 
Natives.  The  following  section  describes  the  natural  and  cultural  resources,  as  well  as  the 
Alaska  Native  people  that  inhabit  the  NPR-A.  It  is  the  State's  position  that  our  preferred 
alternative  as  outlined  in  Section  II  ftiUy  protects  the  surface  resources  and  the  Inupiat 
way  of  life  and  assists  the  Secretary  in  meeting  his  stewardship  and  trust  responsibilities 
to  (heir  fiillest  extent. 

A.  Teshekpuk  Waterfowl  and  Other  Birds 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  watershed  is  one  of  the  most  productive,  diverse,  and  unique 
wetland  ecosystems  on  the  North  Slope  and  provides  habitat  for  thousands  of  birds 
during  the  summer  months.  It  provides  feeding,  breeding,  nesting,  molting,  and/or 
staging  habitat  for  multiple  bird  types  including  loons,  swans  (tundra),  geese,  ducks 
(Including  the  threatened  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders),  shorebirds,  seabirds,  passerines, 
and  raptors.  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  the  largest  lake  on  the  North  Slope,  315  square  miles, 
and  the  centerpiece  of  this  unique  wetland  ecosystem.  It  Is  characterized  by  a  great 
diversity  of  habitat  types  including  a  20-foot  deep  basin  and  a  complex  shoreline 
featuring  bays,  spits,  lagoons,  islands,  beaches,  and  extensive  shoal  areas.  Local  people 
have  traveled  to  Teshekpuk  Lake  for  centuries  to  hunt  and  fish  from  camps,  cabins,  and 
subsistence  use  sites  along  the  shoreline. 
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Two  hundred  lakes  to  the  north  and  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  are  the  most  significant 
moltmg  habitat  for  brant  and  Canada  geese  on  the  North  Slope.  Geese  have  had  strong 
fidelity  to  this  region  for  molting  (annual  period  of  feather  loss  and  re-growth)  for 
hundreds  of  years.  Deep,  open  thaw  lakes,  formed  in  the  ancient  past,  provide  a  unique 
ecological  system  unlike  any  other.  Geese  feed  on  rich  shoreline  meadows,  are  protected 
from  predators  by  the  combination  of  water  and  thawing  Ice,  and  are  close  to  coastal 
habitats  for  staging  in  the  late  summer.  Predators  are  few  in  riumber  and  can  easily  be 
seen  on  the  horizon  far  away.  At  present,  the  Teshekpuk  area  Is  isolated  from  human  use 
and  there  is  no  recent  history  of  hunting  during  the  summer  molting  period. 

Up  to  22  percent  of  the  Pacific  flyway  population  of  brant  molt  in  this  area  each  year 
(33,000  were  counted  one  year).  Eighty  percent  of  the  Pacific  flyway  brant  population 
will  migrate  to  this  area  at  some  point  during  their  life.  Up  to  27,000  Canada  geese  and 
28,000  molting  greater  white-fronted  and  snow  geese  also  use  the  area  each  year  Large 
numbers  of  Teshekpuk's  molting  geese,  primarily  failed  breeders  and  sub-adults  migrate 
from  breeding  colonies  in  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  (75  percent),  Canada  and 
Siberia.  Because  of  their  imemational  origin  and  their  annual  migration  routes 
management  of  this  goose  population  Is  regulated  by  several  international  treaties  and 
agreements  and  is  important  to  hunters  and  viewers  throughout  North  America  and 
Mexico.  The  Teshekpuk  brant  population  is  especially  important  to  subsistence  hunters 
m  Alaska's  western,  interior.  North  Slope,  and  Yukon-Kuskokwim  regions. 

Molting  geese  are  present  in  the  lu-ea  from  mid-June  to  mid-August  and  flightless  for  30- 
40  days.  The  stress  of  the  molt  takes  geese  to  their  lowest  body  weights  of  the  year 
Brant  are  30-35  percent  below  prime  weight  by  late  July.  Geese  must  feed  In  excess  of 
20  hours  per  day  to  gain  enough  energy  for  thefr  migration  south.  Molting  geese 
especially  failed  and  non-breeders,  arc  higlily  sensitive  to  human  disturbance  and  react 
strongly  to  visual  and  noise  events.  They  form  large  flocks,  panic  easily  if  threatened  and 
will  swim  miles  to  escape  predators  or  perceived  predators.  Responding  to  predators 
bums  valuable  energy  and  reduces  time  available  for  feeding.  Based  on  this  Information 
biologists  believe  that  wild,  flightless  geese,  such  as  those  near  Teshekpuk  Lake  will 
likely  react  more  strongly  to  disturbance  than  those  bom  and  acclimated  to  oilfields  In 
Prudhoe  Bay. 

B.       Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd  (TLH)  Is  one  of  four  caribou  herds  (Porcupine  Herd 
Central  Arctic  Herd  (CAH),  TLH,  and  Westem  Arctic  Herd  (WAH))  that  inhabit  arctic 
Alaska.  For  the  communities  of  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  and  Nuiqsut,  because  of  die  numbers 
of  caribou  harvested  each  year  for  subsistence,  the  Teshekpuk  herd  is  the  most  important 
herd  on  the  North  Slope.  The  herd  is  estimated  at  25,000  animals.  Although  good 
mfonnation  is  lacking,  biologists  estimate  that  the  TLH  grew  from  about  3-4  000  in  the 
late  1970's  to  nearly  27,000  by  1993.  In  1995,  the  herd  numbered  just  over  25,000. 
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Three  arctic  canbou  herds  (CAH,  WAH,  and  TLH)  ase  the  NPR-A  planning  area,  but 
only  the  TLH  calves  there.  In  the  1970's  and  possibly  at  other  times  in  the  past,  calving 
occurred  southwest  ofTeshekpuk  Lake.  Sir>ce  about  1980,  calvmg  has  been  concentrated 
to  the  east  and  southeast  of  the  lake.  Biologists  do  not  know  specifically  what  makes  this 
area  preferable  to  others  on  die  arctic  coast  but  believe  that  it  may  relate  directly  to  the 
ack  ofpredation  on  caribou  calves,  particularly  by  wolves.  By  migrating  north  of  the 
tree  Ime,  the  TLH  leave  die  range  of  the  wolf  packs  that  generally  remain  on  die  caribou 
winter  raiige,  m  the  mountain  foothills,  or  along  the  tree  line.  The  open  arctic  tundra  near 
Teshekpuk  Lake  offers  a  variety  of  other  benefits  to  calving  cows,  specifically  avoidance 
of  predator  ambush,  natural  camouflage  for  newborns  in  snow-free  patches  of  tundra  and 
high  nutritional  forage.  Sequential  spring  migration,  first  by  cows  and  later  by  bulls'  and 
die  rest  of  the  herd,  is  also  believed  to  give  cows  a  competitive  advantage  in  their  search 
for  qua  ity  forage  as  the  snow  melts.  During  calving  and  post-calving  periods  (May  25- 
July  15),  cow/calf  groups  are  most  sensitive  to  human  disturbance. 

The  TLH  is  found  primarily  within  the  NPR-A  with  its  summer  range  extending  between 
Barrow  and  the  ColviUe  River.  From  July  to  mid-August,  Teshekpuk  caribou  seek  relief 
rom  insects  along  the  coast  from  Kogru  Inlet  to  Smidi  Bay  and  on  sand  dunes  along  the 
Ikpikpuk  River  and  south  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Relief  from  insect  harassment  is  critical  to 
maintammg  healfliy  caribou  populations  in  the  plamiing  area  because  the  harassment 
reduces  foraging  efficiency  and  increases  physiological  stress.  Fall/spring  migrations  and 
wmter  distributions  arc  highly  variable.  In  some  years,  the  TLH  remains  all  year  in  the 
same  areas  used  for  calving  and  post-calving  (ea.st  and  southeast  ofTeshekpuk  Lake)  In 
other  yeare,  Teshekpuk  caribou  winter  across  the  North  Slope  coastal  plain  from  the 
Colv. lie  River  to  the  Chukchi  Sea,  in  the  central  Brooks  Range,  in  die  Selawik 
Basin/Seward  Peninsula,  or  in  some  combination  of  these  areas. 

The  Teshekpuk  herd  is  vitally  important  to  residents  of  several  North  Slope  villages  who 
hum  caribou  from  the  herd  in  late  summer  and  throughout  winter  whenever  the  herd 
remains  on  the  slope.  Harvest  may  reach  as  high  as  2,500  (or  10  percem)  in  some  years 
a  fairly  high  harvest  rate  according  to  biologists.  Severe  winter  storms  have  sometimes 
resulted  ,n  local  die-offs.  Unlike  the  CAH,  Ute  TLH  has  not  experienced  subsliintial 
contact  with  oil  and  gas  development.  Potential  displacement  and  its  impacts  on  the 
health  ot  the  TLH  is  an  extremely  important  issue  to  local  subsistence  hunters,  especially 
Nuiqsut  which  are  the  most  dependem  and  consume  the  largest  percentage  of  amiual  take 
froin  the  Teshekpuk  herd.  Given  the  lack  of  human  disturbance  and  developmem  in  the 
Teshekpuk  area  to  date,  very  little  information  exists  specific  to  population  status  frends 
distribution,  or  human  use  of  most  mammalian  species  in  the  planning  area,  including  the 
ILH.  Information  that  does  exist  regarding  subsistence  harvest  patterns  is  outdated 
Significant  additional  research  about  the  TLH  and  the  natural  environment  upon  which  it 
depends,  particularly  for  calving,  is  essential  to  minimizing  the  impacts  of  potential  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  the  region. 


C.  Fish  Resources 

The  lakes,  streams,  and  rivers  found  in  the  NPR-A  Northeast  Planning  Area  contain  the 
most  diverse  assemblage  of  fish  found  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska.  More  than  half  of 
the  20  fish  species  found  in  the  NPR-A  spend  at  least  part  of  their  life  cvcle  in  the 
brackish  waters  of  river  deltas  or  in  nearshore  marine  waters  along  die  area's  coastline 
Members  of  the  whitefish  family,  particularly  the  broad  whitefish,  least  cisco  Arctic 
Cisco,  and  Bering  Cisco,  support  important  traditional  subsistence  fisheries  in  the  Colville 
Ikpikpuk,  and  Migtiakiak  rivers,  Fish  and  Judy  creeks,  and  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  Odier 
hshes  found  in  area  waters  that  are  used  as  a  subsistence  resource  include  Arctic 
grayling,  burbot,  Dolly  Varden,  and  lake  trout.  Protection  of  diese  fishery  resources  by 
ensurmg  that  disturbance  to  spawning  and  overwintering  areas  is  avoided  and  that  access 
by  fish  to  feeding  areas  from  spawning  and  overwintering  areas  is  maintained  is  of 
paramount  importance  to  the  State. 

D.  Mammals 

Very  little  information  exists  specific  to  population  status,  trends,  distribution,  or  human 
use  of  most  mammalian  species  other  than  caribou  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  Studies  of 
wolves,  wolverines,  and  brown  bears  in  die  late  1970s  and  early  1980s  concenfrated  on 
the  calvmg  grounds  of  the  Western  Arctic  Caribou  Herd,  well  outside  the  currem  study 
area.  Wolves,  wolverines,  and  brown  bears  occur  throughout  northeastern  NPR-A  but  are 
more  common  in  the  southernmost  part  of  the  current  study  area,  becoming  scarce  and 
widely  dispersed  on  the  northern  coastal  plain.  Wolves  and  brown  bears  preferentially 
use  major  riparian  systems  where  prey  such  as  arctic  ground  squirrels  and  moose  are 
most  common.  Brown  bears  may  also  opportunistically  use  areas  wiUi  high  abundance  of 
microtine  rodents  on  the  coastal  plain.  Polar  bears  occur  in  generally  low  densities  along 
die  arctic  coast  during  late  summer  and  fall  and  also  den  at  low  densities  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  study  area  during  winter.  Red  foxes  are  not  particulariy  abundant,  but  are 
more  common  in  the  southern  part  of  the  study  area.  Arctic  foxes  occur  throughout  die 
area  and  occasionally  become  very  abundant  and  economically  important  to  local 
trappers  m  die  northern  part  of  the  study  area. 

Moose  occur  year  round  in  the  Colville  River  Special  Area.  They  are  most  abundant 
along  the  soudiem  border  of  the  current  study  area.  Moose  disperse  farther  north  during 
summer  and  some  move  into  smaller  riparian  systems  as  well  as  the  main  Colville 
floodplam.  Odier  than  the  Colville,  only  the  upper  Ikpikpuk  River  is  known  to  support 
wintering  moose  within  die  study  area.  Moose  populations  across  the  central  and  western 
North  Slope  recently  crashed  to  about  20%  of  their  levels  during  the  mid-1980s.  Causes 
for  the  decline  are  unknown,  but  probably  include  disease,  increased  predation,  and  poor 
nutrition  (exacerbated  by  severe  winter  weather  and/or  excessive  insect  harassment  in 
summer).  Productivity  and  survival  may  have  improved  somewhat  during  the  past  year. 
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E.       Colville  River  Resources 

The  State  recognizes  and  supports  protection  of  the  many  river  values  and  surface 
resources  in  the  Colville  River  corridor.  The  lower  two-thirds  of  the  Colville  Rjver 
supports  the  highest  concentration  of  raptors,  passerines  (songbirds),  and  moose  on 
Alaska  s  North  Slope.  More  than  half  of  the  known  peregrine,  gyrfalcon,  and  rough- 
legged  hawk  temtories  along  this  reach  are  in  the  planning  area.  The  Colville  River 
provides  the  largest  expanse  of  passerine  habitat  on  the  North  Slope  and  an  unsurpassed 
abundance  and  diversity  of  species.  Thirteen  passerine  species,  dependent  on  low  and 
tall  shrub  vegetation,  breed  regularly  in  the  Colville  River.  Seven  of  these  species  are 
neo-tropical  migrants,  meaning  they  spend  a  significant  portion  of  the  winter  south  of  the 
U.S./Mexico  border  in  the  neotropics  ("new  world"  tropics). 

The  Colville  River  between  Umiat  and  Ocean  Point,  including  53  miles  of  State 
shorelands.  contains  the  core  North  Slope  breeding  ground  of  the  peregrine  falcon 
Scientists  estimate  that  100-150  breeding  pairs  of  peregrines  are  found  along  the  Colville 
River  (Swen  1997).  The  most  concentrated  population  of  Arctic  peregrine  falcons  on  the 
North  Slope  is  found  in  the  Umiat  to  Ocean  Point  segment.  The  Colville  peregrine 
population  declined  by  65  percent  in  the  early  1970's.  Arctic  peregrine  falcons  were 
protected  m  1970  under  the  1969  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Act  and  later  in 
1975,  were  afforded  greater  protection  under  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  In  1994 
following  federal  changes  in  pesticide  use  regulations  and  a  significant  recovery,  tlie  sub- 
species, Arctic  peregrine  falcon,  was  removed  from  the  Endangered  Species  list  The 
State  of  Alaska  is  committed  to  cooperative  management  actions  that  ensure  the 
continued  successful  recovery  of  the  peregrine  falcon. 

The  Colville's  riparian  shnibs  also  provide  important  habitat  for  moose,  snowshoe  hare 
and  willow  Ptamiigan,  and  the  rare  plant  .species  Potenlilla  stipularis.  Moose  live  year- 
round  in  the  Colville  River  corridor  and  are  most  abundant  along  the  southern  border  of 
the  planning  area. 

In  addition,  the  low  bluffs  near  Ocean  Point  contain  "the  most  productive  Late 
Cretaceous  dinosaur  site  in  the  circumarctic"  (Gangloff,  1992).  Within  a  4  km  stretch 
over  4000  skeletal  elements,  including  teeth,  ossified  tendons,  and  bones  have  beei^ 
mapped  in  what  is  known  as  the  Chandler  formation.  The  State  of  Alaska  recognizes  the 
serious  nsk  of  degradation  and  unauthorized  removal  of  this  important  palcontological 
site  posed  by  erosion  of  the  riverbank  and  uncontrolled  access  to  Uie  area. 

F.       Cultural  Resources 

The  State  of  Alaska  has  long  realized  the  importance  and  the  non-renewable  nature  of 
cultural  resources.  To  this  end,  those  resources  have  been  clearly  protected  on  State  land 
since  1974  (see  A. S.  41.35). 
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Similarly,  State  oil  and  gas  leases  require  under  Stipulation  12  that  an  archaeological 
survey  be  conducted  prior  to  any  ground-disturbing  activities.  The  State  recommends 
that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  adopt  this  standard  for  the  NPR-A  planning 
area.  (See  Section  III.  C.  -  Proposed  New  Stipulations.)  This  provides  for  both  the  oil 
companies  and  the  State's  full  knowledge  of  any  sites  that  may  be  located.  They  can  then 
be  avoided  or  mitigated  appropriately,  whichever  is  more  economical.  If  the  consultation 
process  recommended  by  the  State  (see  Section  II.F.)  is  adopted,  critical  contact  and 
consultation  with  the  NSB  and  local  villages  will  occur  as  soon  as  planning  for  a  cultural 
resources  inventory  is  initiated. 

TTie  State's  preferred  alternative,  to  be  described  in  detail  in  Section  II,  is  grounded  in  an 
abidmg  respect  for  the  land,  wildlife,  and  people  who  live  in  the  NPR-A 


G. 


Respect  for  Local  People  and  the  Traditional  Subsistence  Way  of  Life 


The  NPR-A  planning  area  has  been  used  by  the  Inupiat  people  for  centuries  and 
continues  to  be  of  great  importance  today,  especially  to  residents  of  Atqasuk  Barrow 
and  Nuiqsut.  Its  significance  is  affirmed  in  part  by  the  presence  of  many  seasonal 
campsites  and  Native-named  places.  The  planning  area  contains  unique  arctic  habitat  and 
hosts  exceptional  seasonal  concentrations  of  wildlife  resources.  Many  of  these  resources 
includmg  vast  numbers  of  waterfowl,  migrate  to  and  from  the  planning  area  and  are 
harvested  by  local  residents  there  and  in  other  areas.  The  "TLH  often  spends  the  entire 
year  within  the  planning  area  and  is  another  important  subsistence  resource  harvested  by 
local  residents.  Other  resources  found  within  or  near  the  planning  area  that  contribute  to 
the  inupiat  subsistence  economy  include  moose,  fish,  furbcarcrs,  marine  mammals  and 
plants.  There  can  be  no  question  that  borough  residents  will  be  most  directly  affected  by 
a  decision  to  renew  leasing  in  the  planning  area. 

The  State  of  Alaska  is  committed  to  the  protection  of  subsistence  resources  the 
environment,  subsistence  access,  and  the  traditional  subsistence  way  of  life  of  Alaskans 
in  and  near  the  NPR-A.  Renewed  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  planning  area  must  be 
designed  with  appropriate  protection  for  all  resources  and  traditional  uses  in  and  near  the 
planning  area,  including  subsistence  activities.  Native  allotments,  cabins  campsites 
historical  and  cultural  sites,  access  routes,  and  other  uses.  The  State  has  worked  in  close 
partnership  with  the  NSB,  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  (ASRC),  and  local  villages 
to  identify  a  preferred  alternative  that  gives  us  the  benefits  of  oil  and  gas  development 
and  protects  the  fish  and  wildlife  upon  which  local  residents  depend  for  their  subsistence 
needs.  This  partnership  is  an  extension  of  State  collaboration  with  the  Inupiat  people  in 
addressing  other  important  resource  management  planning  issues  on  the  North  Slope 
involving  caribou  and  muskox. 

The  State  of  Alaska  supports  the  North  Slope  regional  and  village  Alaska  Native  Claims 
Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  corporations'  efforts  to  receive  their  land  entitlements. 
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The  State  recognizes  that  the  land  use  patterns  of  the  Inupiat  residents  of  the  North  Slope 
are  very  extensive  and  reach  well  beyond  the  study  area  of  the  NPR-A.  Because  of  this 
the  State  recommends  that  the  concerns  raised  by  the  NSB  regarding  cabins  land 
exchanges,  and  other  land  uses  and  ownership  should  be  addressed  in  consultation  with 
the  NSB,  the  ASRC,  and  village  corporations,  and  can  be  accomplished  outside  of  the 
EIS. 

In  addition,  the  State  recommends  that  lands  currently  withdrawn  and  awaiting 
conveyance  to  the  Kuukpik  village  corporation  not  be  leased  for  oil  and  gas  development 
as  part  of  a  potential  lease  sale  in  the  planning  area.  Outstanding  issues  regarding 
Kuukpik's  additional  land  entitlements  should  be  addressed  and  resolved  by  BLM  prior 
to  leasing  areas  selected  by  the  village  corporation. 

The  economic  opportunities  for  the  Inupiat  people  with  the  opening  of  the  NPR-A  to  oil 
development  could  be  substantial.  The  companies  presemly  operating  on  the  North  Slope 
have  made  a  commitment  to  local  and  Native  hire  and  training  programs  One  industry 
source  estimates  that  m  1997,  North  Slope  oil  and  gas  operators  and  contractors 
employed  Alaska  Natives  for  approximately  one  million  man-hours,  or  about  500  fiill- 
time  equivalent  positions.  The  NSB  receives  significant  economic  benefits  from  North 
Slope  oil  development  in  the  form  of  increased  property  taxes  that  pav  for  education 
public  safety,  and  health  care  ser%'ices  and  facilities.  The  Draft  EIS  estimates  the  NSB 
will  receive  from  S6  to  $12  million  per  year  during  production.  In  the  face  of  declining 
revenues  from  the  Prudhoe,  Kuparuk,  Endicott  and  Lisbumc  oil  fields,  Alaska  must  look 
to  new  oil  exploration  and  development  to  secure  a  positive  economic  future  for  its 
families.  Prospects  for  the  discovery  of  commercial  reservoirs  in  the  NPR-A  arc  good 
and  if  developed  will  help  Alaska  secure  this  future. 

H.       National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

The  State  commends  BLM  for  its  commitment  to  an  EIS  process  tfiat  has  ftilly  integrated 
State  and  local  participation.  The  cooperation  between  the  federal  and  state  government 
and  the  NSB  on  this  project  exemplifies  how  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  can  and  should  work.  State  resource  professionals  worked  effectively  through 
our  State  EIS  liaison  to  ensure  consideration  of  State  issues  as  the  Drafl  EIS  was 
prepared.  This  early  participation  by  the  State  provided  an  opportunity  to  integrate 
NEPA  requirements  with  State  review  procedures  and  to  eliminate  duplication  -  two 
objectives  outlined  in  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations.  The  NPR-A 
EIS  process  provides  an  excellent  model  for  ftiture  cooperation  between  federal  State 
and  local  agencies  during  NEPA  reviews.  If  in  fact  the  EIS  is  successftiUy  coi^pleted 
within  20  months,  it  will  demonstrate  that  NEPA  can  work  in  a  way  that  1)  is  well 
coordinated  among  federal.  State  and  local  entities;  2)  provides  a  thorough  and  well 
thought  out  analysis;  3)  is  completed  in  an  expeditious  manner. 


V.  Oilfield  Potential,  Technology,  and  Practice 

A.       Oil  and  Gas  Prospects 

The  Alpine  Field  is  a  newly  discovered  giant  oil  accumulation  containing  economicallv 
recoverable  reserves  of  about  365  million  barrels  of  high-quality  oil.  It  is  being 
developed  from  two  small  production  pads  connected  by  a  combination  road/airstrip 
along  the  Colville  River  adjacent  to  the  NPR-A.  This  new  discovery  has  focused  national 
attention  on  the  possibility  of  renewed  leasing  m  the  NPR-A  because  ofits  large  size  and 
proximal  location.  However,  it  is  also  the  particular  rock  formation  containing  the 
Alpine  Oil  deposit  that  has  generated  so  much  excitement  from  petroleum  geosciemists 
The  oil-beanng  formation  was  previously  unknown,  and  now,  having  been  revealed  at 
Alpine  Field,  is  projected  as  a  favorable  exploration  target  area  trending  generally 
westward  into  the  NPR-A  plannmg  area. 

The  State  of  Alaska  is  pleased  with  the  Department  of  Interior's  recognition  of  this 
important  new  geologic  trend,  and  its  timely  work  in  producing  the  Integrated  Activity 
PlanA)raft  EIS  for  the  eastern  planning  area.  The  State  of  Alaska  believes  that  the  proper 
approach  to  exploring  previously  known  and  new  prospects  within  the  NPR-A  is  to  start 
with  competitive  leasing  in  the  east  (the  currem  planning  area).  After  that  planned 
sequential  competitive  offerings  further  to  the  west  in  the  more  remote  regions  of  the 
reserve  should  be  considered. 

In  addition  to  the  new  discovery  at  Alpine  Field,  other  factors  support  re-opening  the 
Nl  R-A  to  competitive  leasing.  These  factors  include: 

1.  Large  area  with  a  low  density  of  well  and  seismic  control; 

2.  No  leasing  in  the  past  13  years; 

3.  Good  potential  for  large  stratigraphic  oil  and  gas  accumulations; 

4.  The  presence  of  many  known  non-commercial  oil  and  gas  accumulations  and  shows 
(mdicating  that  the  necessary  geologic  elements  of  trap,  source,  reservoir  and  timing 
are  all  present); 

5.  Exploration,  development  and  production  technology,  as  well  as  enviroimiental 
protection  and  monitoring,  has  greatly  improved  since  the  last  NPR-A  exploration  in 
the  I980's;  and 

6.  The  oil  industry  has  indicated  a  high  level  of  interest  in  leasing  and  exploring  tracts  in 
the  planning  area,  and  has  already  spent  millions  of  dollars  conducting  new  seismic 
surveys  (including  3D  seismic)  over  parts  of  the  area. 

Geoscientists  within  the  oil  industry,  State  of  Alaska,  and  Department  of  Interior  agree 
that  the  NPR-A  planning  area  holds  some  very  interesting  exploration  trends  and 
prospects. 
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The  northernmost  part  of  the  planning  area  is  underlain  by  the  Barrow  Arch,  a  broad 
strucniral  flexure  of  subsurface  rock  formations  thai  is  one  of  the  most  prolific  oil  and  gas 
producing  geologic  systems  in  North  America.  The  Beaufortian  Sequence  of  rocks 
ranges  in  age  from  about  190  million  to  1 10  million  years  (early  Jurassic  through  early 
Cretaceous)  and  records  a  period  when  the  oceanic  Canada  Basin  (north  of  Alaska)  was 
being  rifted  open.  The  rocks  deposited  as  part  of  this  rifting  episode  are  the  most  likely 
reservoirs  for  commercial  oil  deposits  in  the  planning  area.  The  Kuparuk  Formation,  its 
equivalents,  and  underlying  sandstones  within  the  Kingak  Shale  (Alpine,  Nuiqsut,  and 
Nechelik  sandstones)  are  the  most  prospective  reservoir  rocks,  all  having  demonstrated 
potential  firom  the  numerous  oil  discoveries  made  on  State  lands  adjoining  the  eastern 
NPR-A  boundary. 

Other  trends  and  plays  also  exhibit  considerable  prospects  for  new  oil  and  gas 
discoveries.  Of  particular  interest  are  the  Ellcsmerian  reservoirs  of  the  prolific  oil 
producing  rocks  of  the  Triassic  Ivashak  Formation,  with  reserves  of  over  12  billion 
barrels  at  the  Prudhoe  Bay  Field.  In  addition,  some  of  the  younger  rocks  of  the  Brookian 
Sequence  represent  by  deep  marine  deposition  of  submarine  fan  complexes  (turbidites). 
Where  sand-rich,  these  potential  targets  can  develop  excellent  reservoir  characteristics 
and  are  known  to  be  oil-bearing  on  adjacent  state  lands.  In  the  Draft  EIS  the  researchers 
identify  no  less  than  fourteen  geologic  plays  for  the  planning  area  with  the  potential  to 
contain  oil  and  gas  deposits. 

The  1980  United  States  Geological  Survey  (USCrS)  NPR-A  assessment  estimated  oil  in 
place  in  the  NPR-A  between  820  million  and  1 5.4  billion  barrels.  The  mean  estimate  was 
6.0  billion  barrels.  The  more  recent  work  by  federal  geoscicntists  is  in  the  Draft  EIS 
where  they  specifically  assess  just  the  resource  potential  of  the  eastern  planning  area,  not 
the  entire  reserve.  This  assessment  found  that  tlic  conventionally  recoverable  resources 
could  range  from  1,832  billion  barrels  to  4.732  billion  barrels,  with  a  risked  mean 
estimate  of  3.070  billion  barrels.  State  researchers  agree  that  tlie  geologic  evidence 
justifies  these  impressive  estimates. 

Lack  of  existing  oil  and  gas  transportation  infrastructure,  remoteness,  and  fragile  arctic 
ecosystems  are  the  challenges  we  face  in  the  NPR-A.  ITiese  challenges  are  neither  unique 
nor  insurmountable  given  modem  drilling  and  development  technology  and  effective 
lease  and  permit  stipulations.  The  roadless  oilfield  development  underway  at  Alpine 
suggests  what  the  ftiture  facilities  and  infrastructure  in  the  NPR-A  might  look  like. 

B.  Best  Available  Oilfield  Technologies  and  Practices 

Numerous  technological  advancements  have  been  made  over  the  last  two  decades  of  oil 
development  on  Alaska's  North  Slope. 


State  of  Alaska  NPR-A  Comments 
Page  18 


These  improvements  have  reduced  the  cost  of  oil  production  and  the  environmental 
impact  and  footprint  associated  with  oil  and  gas  operations.  Alaska's  success  represents 
the  benefit  of  a  valuable  partnership  we  continue  to  have  with  citizens  and  industry  on 
important  resource  issues. 

Exploration  Techniques 

The  application  of  modem  exploration  techniques,  a  better  understanding  of  northern 
Alaska  geology  and  North  Slope  cost  containment  efforts  should  beneficially  impact  a 
new  round  of  NPR-A  exploration.  Seismic  sequence  analysis  (sequence  stratigraphy), 
amplimde  analysis,  advanced  depositional  models,  and  3-D  seismic  surveys  should  help 
delineate  new  prospects  and  reduce  drilling  costs.  On  State  lands  in  Alaska,  exploration 
activities  arc  conducted  almost  exclusively  durmg  the  winter  months  when  geese  and 
other  birds  are  not  present  and  caribou  are  widely  dispersed  or  not  present. 

Roadless  Development 

New  satellite  oil  fields  such  as  Badami,  which  is  25  miles  from  the  existing 
infrastructure,  are  being  developed  without  the  use  of  a  permanent  access  road. 
Temporary  winter  roads,  constructed  of  snow  and  ice,  disappear  with  the  thaw  yet  enable 
industr>'  to  construct  pipelmes  connecting  the  production  facilities  with  existing 
infrastructure  and  oil  processing  and  transportation  systems.  This  decreases  gravel  needs, 
avoids  alteration  of  ground  vegetation,  eliminates  miles  of  wetland  fill,  avoids  road 
crossings  of  streams  and  rivers  and  reduces  disturbance  of  wildlife  species. 

Directional  Drilling 

Directional  drilling  nr  extended  reach  drilling  has  changed  how  industry  taps  distant  oil 
accumulations  in  Alaska  and  around  the  world.  Directional  drilling  allows  access  to  oil 
in  a  large  area  from  a  single  pad.  E.xtended  reach  refers  to  the  horizontal  distance, 
compared  with  traditional  vertical  drilling,  from  the  top  of  the  wellbore  to  the 
underground  oil  pool.  Depending  upon  the  specific  geology  of  an  area,  oil  can  be 
accessed  up  to  4  miles  away  from  the  surface  pad,  thus  reducing  the  number  of  drilling 
pads  needed  to  develop  subsurface  deposits.  This  technology  greatly  reduces  habitat 
impacts  onshore  and  can  allow  tapping  of  offshore  oil  reservoirs  from  onshore.  In  lieu  of 
a  causeway  structure,  a  gravel  island,  an  offshore  rig  or  a  subsea  pipelme,  a  field  can  be 
accessed  from  onshore  and  impacts  to  critical,  nearshore  fisheries  habitat  can  be  avoided. 
Facilities  can  be  located  to  minimize  risk  to  critical  wildlife  habitat  areas. 

Footprint  Reduction 

Oil  production  and  exploration  pad  footprints  have  been  reduced  more  than  80  percent 
over  the  past  20  years  due  to  improved  technology  which  allows  much  closer  well  head 
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spacing  and  smaller  pads.  Smaller  pads  arc  also  possible  because  reserve  pits  are  no 
longer  used  to  store  dnlhng  wastes.  Drilling  muds  and  cuttings  arc  now  injected  into  deep 
wells  withm  contmed  geologic  formations.  In  addition,  operators  have  improved  drilling 
etfic.ency  through  acquisition  and  interpretation  of  advanced  seismic  data  -  This  has 
resulted  m  better  pad  placement,  fewer  dry  holes,  and  higher  recoveries. 

Concurrent  Restoration  of  Gravel  Mine  Sites 

Gravel  used  for  construction  of  roads  and  pads  is  mined  ftom  sites  on  the  North  Slope 
Gravel  imnes  are  sited  to  avoid  important  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  and  are  rehabilitated 
to  provide  opportunities  for  fish  and  wildlife  enhancements.  Site  rehabilitation  occurs 
concurrent  with  the  raining  itself.  Rehabilitation  and  recycling  old  gravel  pads  is  an 
impact-reducing  option  that  could  also  be  used. 

Pollution  Prevention  and  Waste  Minimization 

Alaska  works  in  close  partnership  with  the  oil  industry  and  support  industries  to  recycle 
scrap  metals,  anti-frecze,  drilling  fluids  and  used  batteries.  North  Slope  operators  and 
their  contractors  work  together  to  implement  an  active  field-wide  pollution  prevention 
program  that  includes  materials  inventory  control,  chemical  substitution  and 
management  review.  Industry  is  continuously  striving  to  improve  routine  waste 
procedures  mtd  is  currently  working  to  identify  new  techniques  for  reducing  putrescible 
waste.  In  addition,  vehicles  are  operated  to  avoid  contamination  of  water  and  soil-  for 
example  every  vehicle  operator  on  the  North  Slope  must  place  a  drip  pan  under'  the 
engine  when  the  vehicle  is  not  in  operation. 

Leak  Detection  and  Monitoring 

Alyeska  Pipeline  Service  Company  leads  the  pipeline  industry  in  leak  detection 
capability.  The  new  transient  volume  balance  system  is  the  best  available  technology  for 
leak  detecuon  in  the  world.  The  system  can  detect  whether  a  leak  may  be  occurring  and 
can  Identify  the  probable  location.  The  Line  Volume  Balance  system  is  also  used  to 
sense  leaks  by  checking  the  oil  volume  entering  and  leaving  the  line.  Deviation  alarms 
are  triggered  when  mappropriatc  variations  in  pressure,  flow,  and  flow  rate  balance 
occur. 

Smart  Pigs 

Pigs  are  mechanical  devices  that  travel  with  oil  flow  through  the  pipeline  The  new 
generation  of  so-called  "smart  pigs"  can  detect  internal  and  external  corrosion  as  well  as 
survey  the  shape  of  the  pipe.  Advances  in  pig  technology  introduced  in  1994  allow  more 
accurate  determination  of  pipeline  integrify.  Over  35  ultrasonic  testing  pigs  have  been 
run  through  the  TAPS  since  start  up. 
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Corrosion  monitoring  pigs  currently  run  through  TAPS  annually.  High-resolution 
ultrasonic  testmg  pigs  can  detect  loss  of  wall  thickness  down  to  a  few  thousandths  of  an 
inch.  The  present  generation  of  smart  pigs  gives  more  complete  and  reliable  data  -  a 
four-told  improvement  above  previous  technology.  This  information  can  be  used  to 
prevent  spills  before  they  happen. 

Fiber  Optic  Communications 

Presently,  as  a  safety  measure,  if  communications  are  lost  to  any  valve  or  pump  station 
along  the  trans-Alaska  pipeline  for  more  than  two  minutes,  the  pipeline  is  shut  down  until 
commumcations  can  be  re-established.  A  new,  state-of-the-art.  fiber  optic  transmission 
tapT;-^  t!^^  <''g'"»' fr^"™issio"  of  data,  is  presemly  under  construction  along  the 
1  APS  line.  This  new  fiber  optic  upgrade  will  handle  current  and  projected  voice  v^deo 
and  data  needs,  and  will  include  a  back-up  satellite  communication  system  '  These 
communications  improvements  will  ensure  safer  operation  of  the  pipeline  because  of 
improved  surveillance  capabilities. 

Tanker  Safety 

TTie  trans-Alaska  pipeline  has  undergone  an  intensive  management  review  and  upgrade  m 
the  last  few  years  and  the  most  sophisticated  technology  is  being  developed  for  tanker 
safety.  Since  the  Exxon-Valdez  oil  spill,  a  number  of  safefy  improvemems  to  reduce 
human  error  and  improve  vessel  operation  have  been  implemented  in  Prince  William 
Sound.  These  include: 

1)  The  Ship  Escort  Response  Vessel  System  protects  Prince  William  Sound  with  the 
largest  spill  response  organization  in  the  United  States. 

2)  Installation  of  a  new  vessel  tracking  system  operated  by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  that 
tracks  every  tanker  transiting  Prince  William  Sound. 

3)  The  Pnjice  William  Sound  Regional  Citizens'  Advisory  Council,  local  communities 
and  fishemien  have  significantly  improved  state  and  federal  oversight  by  providing 
vigilant  advice  to  the  oil  industry  and  government  on  improved  spill  prevention  and 
response  methods. 

4)  Commitment  by  industry  to  design  and  build  two  new,  highlv  maneuverable  10  000 
horsepower  state  of  the  art  tractor  tugs  which  will  be  the  world's  most  powerful'and 
fechnologicalfy  advanced  tractor  tugs  and  escort  vessels.  The  first  of  these  tugs  will 
amve  in  Valdez  in  eariy  1999. 

5)  Commitment  by  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.  to  construct  two  double-hulled  tankers  for  Prince 
William  Sound,  which  are  expected  to  be  complete  by  the  year  2000. 
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6)  Stationing  of  the  Gulf  Service,  a  high-powered  ocean  rescue  vessel,  at  the  entrance  to 
Prince  William  Sound  since  last  spring. 

7)  Improved  siting  of  the  National  Oceanic  Atmospheric  Administration  weather 
monitoring  station,  enabling  better  weather  reporting  and  decisions  on  weather 
closures. 

8)  Implementation  of  a  Safety  Management  Program  that  improves  shipboard 
procedures  by  minimizing  mechanical  and  human  failures. 

9)  Establishment  of  the  Valdez  Marine  Operators  Committee,  a  mariner's  forum  to 
monitor  and  evaluate  tanker  operations  by  providing  continuous  review  and 
improvement  of  tanker  operations.  The  committee  has  improved  tanker  transit 
procedures  to: 

Establish   clear,  on-water  operating  zones   for  tankers  approaching  and 

transiting  Valdez  Narrows, 

Clarify  escort  vessel  operator's  duty  to  question  and,  if  needed,  aid  in 

correcting  any  abnormal  tanker  operations. 

Increase  on-water  rescue  training  exercises  for  tug  boat  and  tanker  officers, 

and 

Provide   additional   crew  members  on  the  bridge  of  escort  tugs   when 

transiting  the  Valdez  Narrows. 

10)  Creation  of  bridge  simulators  by  shippers  and  Alyeska  to  jointly  train  tanker  and 
tugboat  officers  and  state  licensed  marine  pilots  under  conditions  which  simulate 
Prince  William  Sound  waters  with  tug  and  tanker  interactions. 

These  improvements  in  tanker  safety  were  possible  because  of  the  State  of  Alaska's 
partnership  with  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  Prince  William  Sound  communities. 

VI.    Conclusion 

The  Knowles  Administration  strongly  believes  that  the  oil  beneath  the  NPR-A  can  be 
developed  in  a  responsible  way  that  not  only  provides  fuel  and  jobs  for  America,  but  also 
protects  the  air,  water,  land,  habitat,  and  the  wildlife  and  people  that  depend  on  it.  Oil 
and  gas  production  conducted  with  care  for  the  environment  and  wildlife  in  the  NPR-A 
can  yield  great  benefits  for  the  nation.  The  State  supports  the  resumption  of  leasing  in 
the  NPR-A  designed  in  a  way  to  protect  the  particularly  important  fish  and  wildlife 
values  found  in  Teshckpuk  Lake  area  and  the  Colville  River  corridor.  This  document 
represents  the  State  of  Alaska's  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  on  how 
this  can  be  accomplished  through  the  EIS  and  lease  sale  processes. 


While  the  State  of  Alaska  has  a  clear  interest  in  the  jobs  and  revenues  associated  with 
potential  development  in  the  NPR-A.  oil  development  in  this  area  can  play  a  major  and 
positive  role  in  addressing  important  national  and  international  issues,  as  well  For 
instance,  a  reliable  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  in  the  NPR-A  that  results  in  commercial 
production  would  benefit  the  nation  by:  I)  providing  the  federal  government  revenues 
from  bonus  bids,  taxes,  and  royalties;  2)  reducing  the  nation's  dependence  on  foreign  oil' 
3)  lessening  the  trade  deficit;  4)  increasing  jobs  for  Americans;  and  5)  maintaining  the 
viability  of  TAPS,  an  important  national  asset. 

The  Knowles  Administration  believes  development  in  NPR-A  can  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  is  consistent  with  the  Doing  it  Right  approach.  In  the  process  of  creating  this 
document,  the  State  of  Alaska  followed  the  principles  of  sound  science,  prudent 
management,  and  responsive,  meaningfiil  public  involvemem.  Incorporating  the  best 
scientific  information  available  from  biologist,  geologists,  marine  scientists  social 
scientists,  and  petroleum  engineers,  tlie  State  has  studied  the  surface  resources  and 
recommended  a  high  level  of  protection  for  those  resources.  In  addition,  a  viable  land 
management  program,  including  monitoring,  continued  scientific  research  and  the 
creation  of  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  (see  Section  II.I.)  ensure  that  the  principles  of 
sound  environmental  management  will  be  followed  during  the  leasing,  development  and 
production  phases.  ' 

Sound  science  and  technological  advances  allow  oil  exploration  in  wavs  not  possible  just 
a  few  years  ago.  Roadless  development,  directional  drilling,  reduction  of  footprint,  fiber 
optic  communications,  smart  pigs,  and  tanker  safety  programs  contribute  to  the  ability  to 
develop  the  NPR-A  while  protecting  wildlife  and  habitat.  These  aspects  of  the  State  of 
Alaska's  comments  and  preferred  alternative  show  that  the  federal  government  can 
undertake  a  project  of  this  importance  to  the  security  of  the  nation  and  still  balance  the 
interests  of  the  environment,  industry,  indigenous  peoples,  and  State  and  local 
governments. 

The  state  recommends  that  an  on-going  and  extensive  research  and  monitoring  program 
be  designed  and  implemented  by  a  federal,  state,  NSB,  and  industry'  research  and 
monitoring  team,  in  cooperation  with  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  If  monitoring 
identifies  unacceptable  displacement,  disturbance,  mortality  or  other  resource  impacts 
directly  attributable  to  oil  and  gas  activities,  BLM  should  have  a  clear  adaptive 
management  strategy  in  place  for  review  and  modification  of  relevant  pennit  stipulations 
with  the  goal  of  alleviating  the  source  of  the  impact. 

The  State's  alternative  to  the  Draft  EIS  recommends  that  the  entire  study  area  (19  percent 
of  the  total  NPR-A)  be  available  for  leasing. 

However,  we  believe  that  there  are  some  crucial  areas  within  the  study  area  that  demand 
special  attention. 
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The  State  recommends  the  following  proposal  for  these  areas:  1)  that  leasing  in  the  Goose 
Molting  Management  Area  (GMMA)  to  the  north  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  be  delayed;  2)  that 
no  surface  entrj-  be  allowed  in  two  critical  Teshekpuk  caribou  migration  corridors'  and  3) 
that  no  surface  entry  be  allowed  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  within  a  3-milc  corridor  on  both 
sides  of  the  main  stem  of  Fish  Creek  (as  defined  by  the  NSB),  important  subsistence 
hunting  and  fishing  areas  for  the  Inupiat  people.  In  the  opinion  of  the  State,  no  permanent 
federal  classifications  or  withdrawals  are  necessary  to  ensure  adequate  protection  of  the 
environment  and  wildlife  resources  in  the  NPR-A  planning  area. 

We  believe  that  the  State's  alternative  would  allow  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to 
carryout  his  trust  responsibility  to  Alaska  Natives  by  protecting  their  subsistence 
resources  and  promotmg  economic  development  for  all  the  residents  of  the  North  Slope 
In  addition,  the  State's  alternative  to  the  Draft  EIS  provides  a  level  of  protection  for  the 
surface  resources  consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  stewardship  responsibility 
to  those  resources. 

■fhe  State  of  Alaska  believes  the  alternative  proposed  in  Section  1!,  considered  within  the 
framework  of  the  EIS  process  instituted  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  is  a  showcase 
of  the  NEPA.  The  level  of  cooperation  between  federal,  state,  and  local  government 
entities  exemplifies  how  the  NEPA  can  and  should  work.  Through  the  NEPA  process  the 
State  has  been  allowed  to  develop  the  position  put  forth  in  this  document.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  can  and  should  make  the  NPR-A  planning  area  available  for  leasing  while 
still  protectmg  the  valuable  surface  resources  of  the  area  for  the  benefit  of  all  Americans 


Part  II 


I.       Preferred  Alternative 


A. 


Resume  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  in  NPR-A  Planning  Area 


For  the  reasons  discussed  above,  the  State  of  Alaska  recommends  a  resumption  of  oil  and 
gas  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  planning  area.  Because  of  sensitive  molting  geese  populations, 
concentrated  caribou  movement  and  calving  corridors,  and  high  subsistence  hunting  and 
fishing  values  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  region,  the  State  proposes  that  leasing  within  the 
NPR-A  planning  area  be  conducted  in  phases.  Under  this  phased  scenario,  most  of  the 
high  potential  oil  and  gas  prospects  would  be  available  for  leasing  at  a  first  sale  to  be  held 
early  next  year.  All  areas  other  than  those  specifically  delayed  because  of  surface 
resource  concerns  would  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  immediately.  The  State's 
recommended  approach  is  depicted  in  Attachments  A  and  B. 

The  State  recommends  that  leasing  in  the  GMMA  as  depicted  in  Attachment  A  should  be 
delayed  until  specific  research,  technology,  consultation,  and  other  conditions  are 
satisfied.  These  specific  conditions  are  described  in  Section  B.  The  State  also  proposes 
that  an  area  depicted  in  Attachment  A  as  the  Caribou  Management  Area  (CMA)  should 
be  available  for  leasing  with  specific  limitations  on  surface  facilities  and  other  activities. 
These  restrictions  are  detailed  in  Section  C.  All  stipulations  identified  in  the  Draft  EIS 
including  proposed  modifications  and  additional  stipulations  proposed  in  Section  111  of 
these  comments  should  apply  to  leasing  activities  in  the  planning  area. 

In  Section  III,  the  State  proposes  a  number  of  technical  and  substantive  changes  in 
stipulations  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIS.  Goose  molting  buffers  required  in  Stipulation  25 
ot  the  Draft  EIS  and  limitations  on  surface  facilities  within  key  caribou  movement 
corridors  are  critical  elements  of  the  State's  preferred  alternative.  The  State  believes  that 
these  provisions,  in  combination  with  other  Draft  EIS  stipulations  (as  amended  in  Section 
III),  provide  maximum  protection  for  moking  geese,  caribou,  and  other  surface  resources 
in  the  Teshekpuk  region  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  the  NPR-A.  These  provisions  in 
combination  with  an  effective  consultation  process,  one  that  requires  participation  by 
local  communities  and  the  NSB,  will  minimize  potential  displacement  or  disturbance  of 
these  valuable  surface  resources.  Specific  stipulations,  e.g.,  21,  26,  33,  34,  and  35,  will 
contribute  significantly  to  (his  goal.  The  State  recommends  that  the  BLM  adopt  a 
number  of  additional  stipulations,  also  outlined  in  Section  III,  that  will  provide  greater 
protection  for  air  and  water  quality,  fish,  and  wildlife,  improve  spill  prevention  and 
response  capability,  and  fiirther  minimize  the  human  footprint  on  the  NPR-A 
environment.  (See  Section  III.  C.  -  New  Proposed  Stipulations) 


002 


State  of  Alaska  NPR-A  Comments 
Page  24 


State  of  Alaska  NPR-A  Comments 
Page  25 


V-140 


B.       Goose  Molting  Management  Area 

The  State  of  Alaska  recognizes  the  international  significance,  uniqueness,  and  sensitivity 
of  high-density  goose-molting  lakes  in  the  northeast  portion  of  the  NPR-A  planning  area 
and,  as  a  consequence,  believes  that  the  540  sq.  mile  (7.5  percent  of  the  planning  area) 
area  northeast  of  Tcshekpuk  Lake,  as  depicted  in  Attachment  A,  should  not  be  made 
available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  until  specific  conditions  have  been  satisfied.  There  is 
widely  acknowledged  scientific  uncertainty  regarding  the  potential  impact  of  human 
disttirbance  on  Teshekpuk  geese,  particularly  molting  geese,  nonbrood-rearing  geese,  and 
geese  that  have  been  unexposed  to  significant  human  activity  during  molting. 
Appropriate  research  should  be  designed  and  carried  out  by  a  joint  federal,  state,  NSB, 
and  industry  team  (see  Section  G)  to  obtain  additional  scientific  information!  The 
research  and  monitoring  team  should  take  advantage  of  opportunities  for  experimental 
disturbance  analysis  in  areas  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  to  the  west  and  south  of  the 
GMMA. 

Leasing  should  be  delayed  in  the  Goose  Molting  Management  Area  until  conditions  I 
through  5  below  are  met: 

1.  Goose  and  caribou  disturbance  studies,  designed  and  implemented  by  a 
joint  state,  federal,  NSB,  and  industry  research  and  monitoring  team,  are 
conducted. 

2.  Technology  has  advanced  and  industry  can  demonstrate  one  of  the 
following: 

•  they  can  conduct  a  seasonal  operation  that  includes  shutdown  for  the 
summer  molting  season  and  can  demonstrate  that  proposed  oil  and  gas 
activities  will  not  negatively  impact  molting  geese  behavior; 

•  they  can  demonstrate,  with  the  support  of  disturbance  studies  conducted 
under  the  auspices  of  the  research  and  monitoring  team  along  with 
advances  in  technology,  that  proposed  oil  and  gas  activities  will  not 
negatively  impact  molting  geese  behavior. 

3.  Industry  can  demonstrate  successful  operation  of  a  remote  oil  field  without 
road  access  to  the  established  oil  and  gas  infrastructure  (e.g.,  Alpine). 

4.  The  consultation  process,  described  in  Section  F,  is  developed  and 
successfully  implemented  in  conjunction  with  an  NPR-A  exploration  and 
development  planning  process. 
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5.  The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA)  and  BLM,  in  consultation  with 
Ala.ska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G)  and  U.S  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USF&WS),  develop  and  implement  appropriate  helicopter 
planning  and  routing  restrictions  for  this  area  to  prevent  disturbance  during 
the  critical  goose  molting  period. 

Finally,  the  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  no  surface  facilities  be  allowed  within  the 
GMMA.  
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C.       Teshekpuk  Lake 

As  described  in  Section  11,  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  the  largest  lake  on  the  North  Slope,  the 
centerpiece  of  the  Teshekpuk  watershed,  and  has  an  extremely  complex  hydrodynamic 
system.  The  lake  is  extremely  important  to  local  communities  and  is  widely  used  for 
cultural  and  subsistence  activities.  At  the  present  time,  extended  reach  drilling 
technology  in  the  Arctic  does  not  allow  operators  to  access  reserves  underneath  certain 
parts  of  the  lake  without  drilling  from  within  the  lake  itself  Drilling  from  within  the  lake 
raises  spill  concerns  that  to  date  have  not  been  adequately  resolved.  Because  of  these 
concerns,  the  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  Teshekpuk  Lake,  as  described  in 
Attachment  A,  be  made  available  for  leasing  with  the  caveat  that  no  surface  facilities  be 
allowed  on  the  lake  itself  Lessees  will  be  required  to  access  subsurface  resources  from 
land  surrounding  the  lake  using  extended  reach  drilling  technology.  No  exceptions  will 
be  allowed  to  surface  facility  restrictions  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  in  the  absence  of 
consultation  with  appropriate  State  and  federal  resource  agencies,  the  NSB,  and  affected 
villages  as  described  in  Section  F.  


D.       Caribou  Management  Area 

■fhe  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  BLM  create  a  Caribou  Management  Area  (CMA) 
to  identify  and  provide  increased  protection  for  critical  calving,  post-calving,  migration, 
and  insect  relief  access  corridors  witiiin  the  Teshekpuk  Caribou  Land  Use  Emphasis  Area 
(LUEA).  As  mentioned  in  Section  LB.,  the  TLH  is  vitally  important  to  subsistence  users 
from  Nuiqsut,  Barrow,  and  Atqasuk  and  is  being  harvested  at  a  very  high  rate.  Changes  in 
herd  population  and  distribution  could  significantly  impact  local  subsistence  harvest 
patterns.  The  State  is  particularly  concerned  about  the  potential  impact  of  human 
development  within  the  CMA  on  caribou  cows  and  calves  during  the  calving  and  post- 
calving  periods.  Pregnant  caribou  and  caribou  with  calves  have  been  observed  to  avoid 
habitat  within  1.8  to  2.5  miles  of  existing  oilfields  during  the  calving  and  early  post- 
calving  periods.  Aircraft  traffic  also  can  disturb  pregnant  caribou  and  caribou  with  calves. 

The  State  proposes  that  leasing  be  renewed  in  the  area  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  NW 
of  Teshekpuk  Lake  (west  of  Goose  Molting  Management  Area),  the  area  referred  to  as 
tlie  CMA. 
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rhe  CMA  ,s  comprised  of  n^^o  movement  corridors  identified  in  Attachment  A  as  crucial 
caribou  land  corridors  r-A"  and  "B").  The  CMA  deserves  special  attention  not  onlv 
because  of  its  high  oil  and  gas  potential  but  also  because  of  its  unique  location  and 
critical  importance  for  migration,  calving  and  access  to  insect  relief  points  along  the 
coastlme  and  Kogn.  Inlet.  The  nairow  area  between  the  eastern  shore  of  Teshekpuklake 
and  Kogm  Inlet  (area  "A"  m  Attachment  A)  is  approximately  6-7  miles  wide  and  a 
crucial  choke  point  for  caribou  movement.  A  similar  but  smaller  caribou  movement 
tn^XrVT^  v^,'"^''^'^''  '"  Attachment  A)  exists  between  the  northwest 
horelme  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  a  large  lake  immediately  adjacent  to  the  coastline  The 
topographic  features  of  the  area,  large  numbers  of  lakes  and  small  amounts  of  dry' land 
create  additional  challenges  for  potential  oil  and  gas  development,  particularly  during 
c^ves^         Pos'-'^alvmg  seasons  when  dry  areas  are  densely  populated  with  cows  and 

Permanent  surface  facilities  should  be  restricted  in  two  designated  areas  within  the  CMA 
that  are  cntical  to  canbou  movement.  To  tlie  extern  they  are  consistent,  stipulations 
proposed  m  the  DraR  EIS  (as  amended  by  the  State)  are  also  applicable,  ITie  following 
stipulations  would  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the 

A.        No  Surface  Facility  Areas 

1)  Construction  of  permanent  surface  facilities  within  caribou  movement 
corridor  "A",  cast  ot  Teshekpuk  Lake,  is  prohibited.  (Sec  Attachment 
A)  Permanem  surface  facilities  include  pads,  rigs,  platforms  gravel 
roads,  airstrips,  and  pipelines.  Exploration  activities,  including 
construction  of  ice  roads,  may  occur  from  November  I,  or  until  tundra 
travel  conditions  have  been  met,  through  April  15,  with  a  72-hour  notice 
to  shutdown  thereafter. 

Lessees  are  strongly  encouraged  to  avoid  siting  of  drilling  facilities  on 
the  north  side  of  Kogni  Inlet.  Restrictions  on  facility  siting  within  the 
2-mile  insect  relief  corridor  on  the  south  side  of  Kogru  Inlet  should  be 
flexible  and  allow  for  siting  of  drilling  facilities  designed  to  reach 
subsurface  reserves  beneath  and  to  the  north  of  Kogru  Inlet.  However 
high  use  migration  trails  in  a  '/,-mile  band  along  the  southern  shoreline 
of  Kogru  Inlet  should  be  avoided.  Drilling  faciliUes  should  be  sited 
outside  this  shoreline  trail  area. 

2)  Construction  of  permanent  surface  facilities  in  caribou  movement 
corridor  "B  ',  northwest  of  Teshekpuk  Lake,  is  prohibited  with  the 
exception  of  pipelines.  (See  Attachment  A)  Pipelines  will  be  sited 
parallel  to  existing  caribou  trails  and  as  far  away  as  practicable  to  avoid 
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disruption  of  caribou  migratory  routes.  Permanent  surface  facilities 
mcludc  pads,  rigs,  platforms,  gravel  roads,  airstrips,  and  pipelines 
Exploration  activities,  including  constmction  of  ice  roads,  mav  occur 
from  November  1,  or  until  tundra  travel  conditions  have  been  met 
through  April  15,  with  a  72-hour  notice  to  shutdown  thereafter. 

General  Provisions  -  Caribou  Management  Area 

1)  Pipelines  will  be  sited  parallel  to  existing  caribou  trails  and  as  far 
away  as  practicable  to  avoid  blockage  of  caribou  migratory  routes. 

2)  Outside  areas  "A"  and  "B",  surface  facilities  shall  be  limited  to  the 
maximum  extent  practicable  and  located  away  from  known  caribou 
trails  and  calving  areas. 

3)  Helicopter  flights  will  be  restricted  during  the  calving  and  inmiediate 
post-calvmg  period  from  May  20  through  July  15  by  careful  flight 
planning  and  routing. 

No  exceptions  will  be  allowed  to  surface  facility  restrictions  in  the  CMA  in 
the  absence  of  consultation  with  appropriate  State  and  federal  resource 
agencies,  the  NSB,  and  affected  villages  as  described  in  Section  F. 

Exceptions  to  surface  facility  restrictions  in  area  "A"  will  be  granted  only 
after  completion  of  an  EIS  and  clear  demonstration  that  the  two-part 
exception  test  (see  Section  III.A.  Stipulations  -  General  Comments)  is 
satisfied. 

Baseline  studies  will  be  conducted  pursuant  to  Stipulation  24  (see  Draft 
EIS).  Caribou  research  and  monitoring  studies  will  be  designed  and 
conducted  by  a  federal,  state,  NSB,  and  industry  research  and  monitoring 
team  after  development  begins  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  development  on 
the  1  cshekpuk  Lake  caribou  herd. 
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E.       Fish  Creek 

The  State  of  Alaska  supports  leasing  in  the  Fish  Creek  area  with  the  caveat  that  no 
surface  facilities,  except  for  essential  pipeline  and  road  crossings,  be  constructed  within  a 
3-mile  oomdor  on  either  side  of  the  Fish  Creek  main  stem  centeriine  (as  specifically 
described  by  the  NSB  in  their  comments.)   The  Fish  Creek  drainage  is  an  extremely 
important  subsistence  use  area  for  the  village  of  Nuiqsut. 


006 


State  of  Alaska  NPR-A  Comments 
Page  29 


V-142 


F.        Consultation  Process 

The  State  stronglj  recommends  that  an  expanded  consultation  process  be  developed  and 
implemented  as  an  integral  part  of  all  exploration  and  development  planning  within  the 
NPR-A  planning  area.  Consultation  should  begin  with  the  lease  sale  and  continue  until 
the  final  remnants  of  oil  and  gas  development  are  removed.  The  State  recommends  that  a 
cooperative  process  be  developed  that  ensures  direct  participation  by  the  NSB,  affected 
villages,  and  appropriate  state  and  federal  agencies  in  site-specific  exploration  and 
development  decisions.  The  Alaska  Village  Council  Presidents  Waterfowl  Conservation 
Committee  should  be  consulted  on  decisions  that  relate  to  geese  that  migrate  from  the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  area  to  the  GMMA  northeast  of  Teshekpuk  Lake. 

The  State  supports  the  conflict  resolution  models  used  in  Minerals  Management  Service 
(N4MS)  Lease  Sale  170  and  State  Lease  Sale  87.  Consultation  processes  related  to 
Alaska  oil  and  gas  development  have  evolved  substantially  in  the  last  20  years.  BLM 
should  take  advantage  of  the  positive  strides  made  by  both  federal  and  state  leasing 
agencies  to  date  and  develop  a  consultation  and  conflict  resolution  process  for  the  NPR-A 
that  integrates  local  voices  and  standards,  traditional  knowledge,  and  agency  technical 
expertise  into  the  exploration  and  development  planning  processes.  The  State  is 
committed  to  active  participation  in  BI.M's  effons  to  develop  and  implement  an  effective 
consultation  process.  
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G.       Research,  Monitoring,  and  Adaptive  Management 

Effective  monitoring  of  human  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  and  the  effectiveness  of  stipulations  designed  to  protect  surface  resources 
and  subsistence  uses  in  the  planning  area  is  essential  to  responsible  development  of  the 
NPR-A.  'ITie  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  an  on-going  and  extensive  research  and 
nuinitoring  program  be  designed  and  implemented  by  a  federal,  state,  NSB,  and  industry 
research  and  monitoring  team,  in  cooperation  with  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 

The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  research  and  monitor  fish  and  wildlife  disturbance  and 
displacement;  impacts  on  traditional  subsistence  uses  and  resources,  vegetation,  air  and 
water  quality,  and  hydrology;  effectiveness  of  stipulations;  cumulative  and  secondary 
impacts;  and  other  important  surface  resource  concerns.  The  State  supports  development 
of  an  issue-based  research  and  monitoring  program  with  independent  scientific  review. 
The  program  should  place  a  strong  emphasis  on  publications,  integration,  and  assessment. 
All  technical  plans  and  reports  should  be  reviewed  by  the  independent  review  body. 

The  team  should  oversee  the  completion  of  technical  reports  and  provide  information  and 
recommendations  on  specific  research  and  monitoring  topics  as  appropriate  during  the 
consultation  process.  The  research  and  monitoring  team  should  develop  monitoring  plans 
that  document  and  foster  compliance  with  geese,  caribou,  and  other  stipulations. 
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The  plans  should  document  the  short-term  and  long-term  effectiveness  of  the  plan  in 
meeting  the  objectives  set  forth  in  the  Final  LIS  to  protect  fish,  wildlife,  and  subsistence 
resources  and  uses.  An  adaptive  management  strategy  should  reflect  interrelated  levels 
of  monitoring  strategies  for  evaluating  a)  effectiveness  of  stipulations  and  b)  trends  in 
species  abundance  and  distribution,  changes  in  habitat  quality  and  changes  in  emerging 
technology. 

The  program  should  build  upon  existing  oil  field  research  conducted  on  the  North  Slope 
and  include: 

-  status  and  change  of  resource  damage  and  resource  displacement, 

-  the  effects  of  air  pollution  on  soils,  water,  and  vegetation, 

-  the  impacts  of  vehicle,  helicopter,  and  fixed  wing  airplane  traffic  and  other 
noise  on  nesting  and  molting  birds  and  on  pregnant  caribou  and  caribou  with 
calves, 

-  the  impacts  of  permanent  facilities  on  calving  and  migrating  caribou  and 
molting  geese, 

-  the  effects  of  development  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses, 

-  the  eftiscts  of  development  on  air,  soils  and  water  quality,  and 

-  the  effectiveness  of  stipulations,  including  monitoring,  to  ensure  compliance. 

If  monitoring  identifies  unacceptable  displacement,  disturbance,  mortality  or  other 
resource  impacts  directly  attributable  to  oil  and  gas  activities,  BLM  should  have  a  clear 
adaptive  management  strategy  in  place  for  review  and  modification  of  relevant  permit 
stipulations  with  the  goal  of  alleviating  the  source  of  the  impact.  Adaptive  management  is 
a  fairly  new  term  for  an  old  concept.  It  is  the  ecosystem  management  counterpart  to 
"learning  from  experience."  All  such  concepts  have  two  essential  elements  in  common: 
1)  a  feedback  clement  which  gathers  and  evaluates  information  about  current 
performance  (of  an  action  or  activity),  and  2)  an  adjustment  element  which  responds  to 
feedback  information  by  being  able  to  alter  future  performance  when  needed.  (See 
Bormann  et  al..  Adaptive  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  1994.) 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  play  a  central  role  in  adaptive  management.  Some  monitoring 
and  evaluation  activities  are  conducted  to  ensure  appropriate  implementation  of  standards 
and  guidelines.  Others  are  conducted  to  deal  with  uncertainties  regarding  effects  of  land 
management  or  oil  and  gas  activities.  This  includes  gathering  additional  information  to 
reduce  these  uncertainties  by  determining  whether  the  effects  of  various  standards  and 
guidelines  are  consistent  with  predictions,  and  also  to  validate  key  assumptions 
underlying  various  standards,  stipulations,  and  guidelines  and  projected  outcomes  of 
management.  Information  gained  through  monitoring  and  evaluation  will  be  used  to 
adjust  management  direction  in  die  future  where  warranted.  Accordingly,  monitoring 
and  evaluation  should  be  given  a  high  priority  for  funding  under  the  oil  and  gas  leasing 
plan  potentially  authorized  by  the  Final  EIS. 
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rhs  overall  program  should  also  include  an  oil  and  hazardous  substance  spill  prevention 
and  response  technology  research  program  that  addresses  issues  such  as  shoreline 
cleanup  of  streams  and  ponds,  disposal  of  spill  cleanup  materials,  burning  of  spills 
succession  of  plant  species  at  spill  sites,  improved  skimmers  for  open  water  and  broken 
ICC  m  fresh  waters,  improved  tundra  travel  to  access  spill  sites  in  the  summer  and 
handling  of  wildlife  in  spill  situations. 

Team  operations  should  be  funded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior.  Funding  for 
research  and  momtormg  projects  themselves  should  be  secured  from  a  combination  of 
sources  mcludmg  mdustry,  federal  and  state  agencies,  NSB,  and  impact  funds  allocated 
from  the  State's  50%  NPR-A  revenue  share. 


H.       Colville  River  Management 

The  State  of  Alaska  has  a  vital  interest  in  BLM  management  decisions  affecting  the 
Colville  River  corridor  because  of  the  State's  significant  ownership  and  management 
responsibility  for  lands  and  resources  along  the  southern  and  eastern  NPR-A  boundary 
and  the  nverbed  itself.  The  State  believes  that  land  management  and  fish  and  wildlife 
protection  tools,  other  than  a  federal  wild  and  scenic  river  designation,  are  available  to 
protect  the  valuable  surface  resources  in  the  Colville  River  drainage  The  State  is 
committed  to  working  with  BI.M  and  ASRC  to  develop  a  cooperative  river  management 
plan  that  will  protect  paleontological,  raptor,  grizzly,  moose,  caribou,  subsistence  and 
other  wildlife  and  river  resources  in  the  Colville  corridor.  A  cooperative  river 
management  process,  similar  to  the  one  proposed  by  BLM  for  the  Colville  Bird 
Conservation  Area,  gives  adjoining  property  owners  and  the  public  the  opportunity  to 
participate  in  a  full  discussion  of  management  options  for  the  area. 

In  conclusion,  the  State  of  Alaska  supports  protection  of  surface  resources  (i.e  raptors 
song  birds,  moose,  scenic  and  other  river  values)  in  the  Colville  River  corridor  and  is 
willing  to  participate  with  BLM  and  other  adjoining,  private  landowners  in  future  efforts 
to  identify  appropnate  management  options  for  the  Colville  River  corridor.  The  State 
does  not  support  a  recommendation  for  wild  and  scenic  designation  of  the  Colville  River 
at  this  time,  but  is  willing  to  participate  in  efforts  to  consider  the  establishment  of  a 
Colville  Bird  Conservation  Area. 


I. 


Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 


The  State  of  Alaska  supports  the  NSB's  recommendation  that  the  NSB  Fish  and  Game 
Management  Advisory  Committee  be  designated  as  the  subsistence  advisory  panel 
proposed  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  State  supports  this  recommendation  because  it  believes 
that  a  coordmated  local-statc-federa!  approach  would  greatly  assist  in  reducing  the 
inefficiency  and  ineffectiveness  of  duplicative  advisory  bodies  for  state  and  federal  lease 
sales  m  close  proximity  to  one  another  across  the  North  Slope. 
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The  NSB  and  the  MMS  set  the  stage  for  this  approach  in  their  recent  commitment  to  use 
the  local  fish  and  game  advisory  committee  for  Lease  Sale  170.  Coordination  of  advisory 
functions  also  seems  appropnate  in  light  of  the  States  recent  rollout  of  the  area-wide 
leasing  program.   A  coordinated  approach  could  assist  federal  and  state  leasing  agencies 

build   an  effective  system   for   subsistence-related   data   collection   and 

retention  of  monitoring  information  slope-wide, 

standardize  the  structure  and  operation  of  local'  advisory  bodies  for  federal 

and  state  projects  slope- wide, 

develop  a  methodology  for  assessing  cumulative  impacts,  and 

identify  common  tools  for  resolving  conflicts  between  subsistence  users 

surface  resource  protection  and  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development. 

The  NSB's  recommendation  also  addresses  the  Slate's  concern  that  project  by  project 
advisory  organizations  will  place  an  impossible  burden  on  individual  leaders  and 
representatives  in  local  communities. 

The  State  supports  establishing  the  panel  at  the  earliest  possible  date  and  preferablv  in 
tandem  with  the  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  process  following  a  Record  of  Decision.  In  order 
to  effectively  carry  out  the  important  responsibilities  described  in  the  Draft  EIS  the  NSB 
Fish  and  Game  Management  Advisory  Committee  must  receive  adequate  fbnding  proper 
technical  support,  and  be  accountable  to  BLM  for  caro'ing  out  its  assigned  missions.  The 
panel  should  work  cooperatively  with  the  research  and  monitoring  team  on 
recommendations  and  projects  related  to  subsistence.  The  State  recommends  that  the 
subsistence  advisory  panel  process  include  technical  consultation  with  the  ADF&G  and 
the  Alaska  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  (ADEC)  and  looks  forward  to 
working  closely  with  BLM  in  the  design  and  implementation  of  this  innovative  local 
advisor)'  body. 
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J-        Other  Issues 


Pik  Dunes 


The   State   of  Alaska   supports    the   no   surface   occupancy    limitations   proposed    in 
Stipulation  46  of  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  area  known  as  the  Pik  Dunes.  

Umiat  Air  Park 


The  State  of  Alaska  supports  developmenl  of  interpretive  facilities  at  the  Umiat  airstrip 
but  is  unwilling  to  participate  in  development  of  facilities  that  will  increase  tlie  human 
pressure  on  Colville  River  resources,  including  development  of  a  primitive  air  park,  camp 
site,  and  trail  facility  at  Umiat. 
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Eovironmenta]  Solutions  in  Progress 

The  following  issues  represent  areas  of  concern  to  be  specifically  addressed  in  the 
resumption  of  leasing  in  and  development  of  the  NPR-A.  The  State  expects  to  work  with 
industry  and  citizens  to  resolve  these  issues. 

1.  Waste  reduction  and  recycling 

Recycling  of  batteries,  used  oil  from  rolling  stock  and  other  engines,  antifreeze,  and 
ferrous  and  nonferrous  metals  is  performed  successfully  to  some  degree  at  existing  North 
Slope  oil  fields.  Recycling  and  other  pollution  prevention  practices  need  to  become  an 
everyday  business  practice  for  all  North  Slope  companies.  Although  the  State  of  Alaska 
docs  not  currently  require  oil  field  operators  and  contractors  to  recycle  these  products  and 
materials,  we  are  working  closely  with  industry  to  implement  these  and  other  pollution 
prevention  practices.  The  State  strongly  urges  BLM  to  consider  its  proposed 
amendments  to  Stipulation  13  related  to  pollution  prevention,  waste  reduction,  and 
recycling. 

Existing  landfill  space  on  the  North  Slope  is  beyond  capacity  and  siting  a  new  facility  in 
the  region  will  be  extremely  difficult.  This  reality  makes  it  imperative  that  companies 
doing  business  in  the  KPR-A  aggressively  pursue  pollution  prevention  and  recycling 
programs  on-  and  off-site.  Increasing  waste  reduction  and  recycling  by  broadening  the 
base  that  supports  these  programs  will  improve  the  economics  for  these  commodities  in 
the  marketplace.  As  operators  in  NPR-A  begin  to  understand  the  need  to  recycle,  they 
will  seek  out  opportunities  to  coordinate  with  other  companies. 


3.  Dust  Control 

Oil  and  gas  development  can  create  an  extensive  neuvork  -.if  roads.  Vehicles  traveling 
over  gravel  roads  release  a  plume  of  alkaline  dust.  Dust  blankets  up  to  10  centimeters 
thick  have  been  observed  next  to  heavily  traveled  roads  on  the  North  Slope.  The  addition 
of  dust  to  the  tundra  has  a  significant  impact  (especially  on  a  local  basis)  upon  vegetation, 
soils,  permafrost,  and  wildlife.  The  State  encourages  BLM  to  consider  identification  of 
reasonable  controls  to  minimize  airborne  dust  from  roads.  Controls  may  include,  but  are 
not  limited  to,  the  control  of  traffic  volume  and  speed  and  the  treatment  of  road  surfaces 
with  water  or  approved  dust  suppressants.  A  standard  visibility  limit  that  will  be  used  is: 
road  dust  may  not  reduce  visibility  by  greater  than  20%  during  any  time,  as  measured  by 
an  observer  using  Reference  Method  22  of  40  C.F.R.  60,  Appendix  A. 

4.  Costsof  Monitoring  and  Oversight 

In  order  to  ensure  adequate  monitoring  and  oversight,  the  State  may  negotiate 
reimbursement  agreements  for  reasonable  state  agency  regulatory  costs  (including 
personnel  time,  transportation,  logistical  support,  food,  and  lodging)  for  all  phases  of 
development,  including  exploration,  production,  operation  and  abandonment.  The  State 
requests  that  BLM  address  this  issue  to  ensure  reasonable  reimbursement  for  federal, 
state,  and  local  government  entities  charged  with  oversight  of  development  activities. 


2.  Sulfur  Fuels 

Mobile  sources,  non-road  engines,  and  non-road  vehicles  are  used  extensively  for 
exploration  and  development  activities,  and  are  largely  unregulated  by  the  permit  process 
due  to  their  portable  and  transitory  nature.  Mobile  sources,  non-road  engines,  and  non- 
road  vehicles  are  significant  sources  of  sulitir  dioxide  air  pollution,  the  emissions  from 
which  can  cause  ambient  pollution  concentrations  to  exceed  national  and  state  ambient 
standards.  The  sources  predominantly  bum  diesel  and  gaseous  fuels  and  measures  are 
readily  available  for  minimizing  emissions. 

Given  these  concerns,  the  State  will  be  working  closely  with  lessees  on  the  North  Slope, 
including  the  NPR-A,  to  implement  a  low  sulfitr  fiiel  policy  for  all  oil  and  gas  activities 
that  limits  the  sulfitr  content  of  diesel  fuel  to  .05%,  by  weight  and  for  gaseous  fuels  to 
lOOppm,  measured  as  hydrogen  sulfide.  This  policy  will  not  cover  fuels  burned  in 
passenger  vehicles. 
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II.      Stipulations 

A.       General  Comments 

Exception  Clause  -  Two  Part  Test 

The  State  requests  that  appropriate  state  and  federal  resource  agencies,  the  NSB,  and 
affected  villages  receive  notification  of  any  request  for  a  stipulation  exception  and  that 
consultation  occur  in  advance  of  any  final  decision  by  the  Authorized  Officer  (AO). 


In  addition,  the  State  requests  that  the  final  exception  clause  be  amended  as  follows: 

"In  the  event  that  the  AO  determines  that  an  exception  to  a  lease  or  permit  stipulation  is 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  state  and  the  nation,  the  AO  shall  tind  that  implementation  of 
the  stipulation  at  issue  is: 

1.  a)   technically  unfeasible  or 

b)  extraordinarily  cost  prohibitive  or 

c)  an  environmentally  preferable  alternative  is  available, 

and 

2.  the  goal(s)  of  the  stipulation  can  be  accomplished  through  the  alternative 
means  proposed  by  the  lessee. 


It  is  our  understanding  that  consultation  with  appropriate  State  and  federal  resource 
agencies,  NSB,  and  affected  villages  will  occur  during  permit  review  and  that  exceptions 
will  not  be  allowed  if  a  proposed  modification  conflicts  with  other  laws  and/or  permits. 

Lease  vs.  Permit  Stipulations 


The  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  all  stipulations  be  attached  to  the  lease  with  the 
understanding  that  they  will  also  attach  to  applicable  permits.  This  approach  has  evolved 
over  20  years  of  lease  sale  experience  and  is  currently  used  on  all  State  oil  and  gas  lease 
sales.  TTiis  option  leaves  less  ambiguity  for  the  lessee  regarding  enforceability  of  the 
provision  and  gives  operators  and  the  public  a  clear  picture  of  expectations  and 
requirements  at  the  outset  of  the  leasing  process.  Changes  in  future  operations 
(technologies,  practices)  which  support  modification  of  a  stipulation  can  be  addressed 
through  the  exception  clause.  This  recommendation  does  not  intend  to  preclude  the  AO 
from  expanding  or  adding  to  stipulation  requirements  during  the  permitting  process. 
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The  Final  EIS  should  also  state  clearly  that  decisions  regarding  applicability  of  state 
permitting  authority  within  NPR-A  will  be  based  on  whether  or  not  the  State  has  primary 
authority  for  the  regulated  activity  in  question. 


017 


Definitions 


The  State  recommends  that  a  list  of  definitions  be  compiled  and  attached  to  the  final 
stipulations.  Given  their  enforceability,  it  is  particularly  important  that  terms  used  in  the 
stipulations  arc  consistent  and  unambiguous  to  the  greatest  extent  possible. 

The  use  of  multiple,  similar  terms  such  as  (#45)  "prohibit  oil  and  gas  structures,"  (#46 
and  #47)  "prohibit  surface  structures,"  and  (#49)  "prohibit  surface  occupancy,"  is 
confusing  to  the  reader  and  will  complicate  effective  enforcement. 


Duplication  and  Consolidation 


Lease  stipulations  should  not  reiterate  specific  federal  or  state  permitting  requirements 
defined  in  law  or  regulation.  The  State  recommends  that  ELM  attempt  to  consolidate 
stipulations  so  that  they  are  fewer  in  number. 


B.       Specific  Comments 

Solid-  and  Liquid-Waste  Handling,  Hazardous  Material-Disposal  and  Cleanup 

Stipulation  1:  a)  Change  to:  "Attracting   wildlife   to   food   and   garbage   is 

prohibited." 

Rationale:  State  regulation  (18  AAC  60.015)  requires  prevention  of  attraction  or 
access  of  wildlife  to  putrcsible  wastes.  Wildlife  and  domestic  animals  are  not  allowed 
access  to  putrescible  waste  at  waste  disposal  facility  ( 1 8  AAC  60.035). 

b)  Add:  "For  groups  of  1 5  persons  or  less,  BLM  or  the  permit 

applicant  will  provide  written  procedures  to  ensure  that. . ." 


Stipulation  2:  Subsutute:      "  All  putrescible  wastes  shall  be  incinerated,  domestic 

and  construction  wastes  shall  be  disposed  of  in  an  approved  landfill  in 
accordance  with  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  and 
ADEC  regulations  and  procedures,  and  all  pumpable  solid,  liquid  and 
sludge  wastes  shall  be  disposed  of  by  injection  in  accordance  with  USEPA, 
ADEC  and  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  (AOGCC) 
regulations  and  procedures." 
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StipulatioD  3:  Change  to:       "Surface  disposal  or  surface  burial  of  solid  waste  Is 

prohibited  except  at  ADEC  approved  landfills." 

Rationale:  This  is  a  significant  land  use  problem  on  the  North  Slope  and 
sute/borough/federal/industry  need  to  work  together  to  find  a  solution.  The  Deadhorse 
landfill  is  closing  and  no  new  landfill  permit  has  been  issued  or  is  expected  to  be  issued 
in  this  region. 


Stipalation  5:  Change  to:     "Spills  will  be  cleaned  up  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  AO 

and  any  agencies  with  regulatory  authority  including  the  USEPA,  ADEC 
and  U.S.  Coast  Guard." 

Note:  this  is  consistent  with  State  regulation  18  AAC  75.327. 


Stipulation  6:  Change  to:  "  Notice  of  such  discharge  shall  be  given  to  the  AO. 

Other  agencies  hall  be  notified  as  required  by  law." 

Rationale:      This  change  will  capture  the  need  to  ensure  that  the  State  receives  notice 
according  to  the  timeframes  required  vmder  state  law  that  are  often  less  than  24  hours. 


Stipulation  7:  Add:    "Other  state  and  federal  regulations  may  apply  and  require 

additional  planning  requirements." 


Stipulation  9:  a)        After  "..  .volume."  add  : 

compatible  with  the  stored  product." 


"The   liner   materials   must   be 


Rationale:      This  language  is  consistent  with  18  AAC  75.075  and  the  language  that 
ADEC  uses. 

b)  Add:  "Permanent  fueling  stations  must  be  lined  or  have 
impermeable  protection  to  prevent  fuel  migration  to  the  environment  as  a 
result  of  overfills  during  ftieling  operations." 


Stipulation  12:  This  stipulations  limits  refiieling  to  areas  beyond  500  feet  fi-om  the 
water's  edge  of  any  lake  or  stream.  As  written,  it  will  be  very  difTicult  for 
winter  seismic  and  other  field  activities  to  comply  given  high  lake  densities 
in  the  planning  area  and  in  winters  with  heavy  snowfall  where  the  location 
of  lakes  and  streams  may  be  masked.  The  Stale  of  Alaska  recommends  that 
this  provision  be  re-worked  to  provide  flexibility  for  winter  seismic  and 
other  field  activities. 
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Environmental  Management,  Prevention,  and  Recycling  (New  heading) 
Stipulation  13:         Delete  "considered"  and  substitute  with  "addressed". 


Stipulation  13a:       Amend  second  sentence  to  read:  "The  plan  must  identify  all  waste 
streams  by  type,  volume,  and  toxicity  that  will  be  produced..." 


Add: 
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a)        "Lessees  shall  conduct  aimual   environmental  compliance 
audits  and  develop  waste  management  aimual  reports." 


b)  "Lessees  will  prepare  a  plan  to  achieve  specific  waste 
reduction  and  waste  prevention  goals  for  all  phases  of  project 
development,  exploration,  construction  and  production.  The  plan 
should  include  activities  that  will  integrate  pollution  prevention, 
concepts  mto  purchasing,  inventory,  shipping/receiving,  operations, 
maintenance,  training,  accounting  and  design.  The  plan  shall  have 
the  goal  of  continuous  environmental  improvement  and  achievement 
of  reduction  goals  developed  through  the  planning  process" 


c)  "Lessees  shall  develop  schedules  for  implementation  and 
review  to  meet  reduction  and  prevention  goals,  designate 
accountable  personnel  to  carry  out  action  items,  and  specify  budget 
line  items  for  plan  elements. 


d)  "Lessees  shall  implement  a  hazardous  materials  tracking 
system  to  ensure  proper  use,  storage,  and  management  of  materials 
being  used  within  industrial  processes.  The  use  of  chlorinated 
solvents  is  prohibited." 
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Stipulation  13  c  (3):  Add:    "Alternate  disposal  methods  will  require  an  National 

Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System  permit  certified  by  the 
state." 


Ice  Roads  and  Water  Use 


Stipulation  16:        Add:    "...lake,  after  consultation  with  ADEC,  ADF&G  and  Alaska 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  (ADNR)." 
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Overland  Moves  and  Seismic  Worit 


Stipulation  19: 


Stipulation  20: 


After  "...occupied  campsite",  add  -'.identified  l)y  BLM,' 
responsibility  for  identification  is  witli  BI,M."' 


so  that  tlie 


General  recommendation:  Split  the  stipulation  into  two  subsections 
which  differentiate  between  winter  and  summer  activities.  Change 
the  title  of  stipulations  to  reflect  this. 


Stipulation  20(a):  As  written,  the  first  section  of  this  stipulation  is  unworkable  and 
should  be  deleted.  The  State  recommends  that  lessees  rely  upon 
denning  sites  identified  by  USF&WS.  If  this  is  unacceptable,  the 
State  recommends  deletion  of  the  sentence:  "The  cutting  or 
compaction  of  such  drifted  snow  [any  drift  greater  than  6  feet]  is 
prohibited  within  25  miles  of  the  Beaufort  Sea." 

Rationale:  The  location  of  all  6  foot  high  snow  drifts  along  cut  banks  cannot  be  known 
when  seismic  lines  are  planned  and  approved  (before  the  snow  flies),  and  in  the  field 
these  areas  cannot  always  be  avoided.  The  likelihood  of  impacting  a  polar  bear  denning 
site  is  highly  unlikely.  Instead,  USF&WS  or  BLM  should  identify  likely  denning  sites  in 
advance.  3-D  seismic  surveys  represent  a  preferred  exploration  technology  that  is 
relatively  unobtrusive  (conducted  in  winter)  and  therefore,  should  be  encouraged.  The 
use  of  3-D  seismic  also  reduces  the  number  of  exploration/delmeation  wells  that  might  be 
needed  to  evaluate  a  potential  hydrocarbon  prospect.  This  is  a  further  lessening  of  the 
risks  of  potential  surface  impacts. 


Oil  and  Gas  Exploratory  Drilling 


..or    insulated    ice    pads    is 


Stipulation  21:         a)        After  production  pads,  add: 
prohibited  in..." 

b)        Change  restricted  period  to  "May  20  to  Aug.  20"  consistent  with 
goose  molting  periods. 


Rationale:  Tundra  travel  considerations  or  construction  windows  should  not  limit 
exploratory  drilling  from  insulated  ice  pads.  Time  periods  to  allow  exploratory  drilling 
from  insulated  ice  pads  should  be  changed  to  allow  activities  to  start  earlier  or  go  longer 
than  the  traditional  period  for  tundra  travel  or  winter  construction. 


Stipulation  22:         Comment  to  BLM  that  the  standard  for  critical  goose  feeding  habitat 
of  "avoid  alteration"  is  appropriate. 


Facility  Design  and  Construction 
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038 


Stipulation  24: 

a) 

b) 


039 


040 


Amend  language  to  clarify  that  the  data  can  be  gathered  concurrent 

with  approved  seismic  and  exploration  activity. 

Change  language  to  say  that  study  will  "assist  in  providing  data" 

necessary  to  determine  facility  design  and  placement..,"  rather  than 

the  study  "will  provide  the  data. . ." 

The  study  also  should  include  historical  information  regarding  the 

distribution  and  range  use  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Herd,  as  well  as 

maps  of  caribou  trails  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  LUEA. 

Rationale:  Existing  data  on  caribou  movements  is  old  and  inadequate  to  property 
design  and  place  oil  development  facilities  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  LUEA  and 
protect  sensitive  caribou  calving  grounds  and  migration  corridors. 


c) 


Stipulation  28:        Delete  stipulation  and  substitute  language  proposed  in  Section  II  C 
for  CMA. 


Stipulation 36:  Add  after  "...movements,":  "the  AC  may  determine  pipeline 
placement  along  roads  to  minimize  delay  or  deflection  of  caribou 
movements." 


Stipulation  38: 

b) 


a)        After  ". .  .with  ADF&G",  add: 
After  "...facilitate  wildlife"  add:    "and 


"andNSB" 
subsistence 


passage    and 


Stipulation  41:        Add  phrase  at  beginning  of  stipulation:     "For    those    streams    and 
lakes  not  listed  in  Stipulation  39,..." 


Stipulation  42:  a)  State  of  Alaska  recommends  that  the  "major  rivers"  be 
defined,  either  by  discharge,  drainage  area,  type  of  stream,  some 
combination  of  these  or  other  criteria,  or  specifically  name  them. 

b)  The  sentence  which  reads  "Roads  shall  be  designed  and  sited  to 
minimize  the  length  that  is  perpendicular  to  sheet  flow."  fits  better  in 
stipulation  43. 

c)  Also,  delete:  "Roads"  and  replace  with  "gravel  structures 
constructed  in  the  tundra  wetlands. . ." 
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Stipulation  45:  Stipulation  45  raises  several  examples  of  ambiguous  terminologv 

inil  '.he  need  for  j  Jcfinilion  ^ec'jon,  •.;  ,  ,urtatc;  I'aciliiies.  permanent 
ra<.;iit\  inii  permancni  -iruetures.  i'nu  Aas  mentioneu  earner  aniier  ienerai 
comments 


Ground  Transportation  -  No  changes  recommended 

Air  Traffic 

Stipulation  54:        Delete  the  stipulation  and  substitute  the  following: 


"The  l-AA  and  BLM,  in  consultation  with  ADF&G  andUSF&WS,  will 
establish  appropriate  helicopter  planning  and  routing  restrictions  for  the 
goose  molting  LUEA  to  prevent  disturbance  from  June  15  -  August  20." 


Oilfield  Abandonment  -  No  recommended  changes 
Subsistence 


Stipulation  61:         Delete  the  stipulation.  See  Section  II.  F.  -  Research  and  Monitoring 
Program. 

Rationale:  State  recommends  that  all  research  and  monitoring  be  coordinated  by  a 
multi-agency  federal,  state,  NSB,  and  industry  team  funded  by  BLM.  Current  data 
collection  by  state  and  NSB  is  not  adequate  to  monitor  the  effects  of  potential  oil  and  gas 
activities  in  the  NPR-A  planning  area. 


Stipulation  62: 

a) 

b) 

Stipulation  63: 


Term  "facilities"  needs  to  be  defined.  Lessees  should  not  be  required 
to  allow  third  parties  to  use  or  enter  facilities,  as  this  stipulation 
Implies.  Buildings  should  be  off  limits  unless  the  lessee  voluntarily 
consents  to  let  third  parties  use  these  facilities. 

Substitute:  "Lessees  shall  develop  procedures  for  entrance  to  oil 

field  development  area." 

Add:  "public  meetings"  with  other  communication  tools. 


In  .second  sentence,  after  "the  AO..."  ,  insert ' 
the  Subsistence  Oversight  Panel,  will  resolve.. 


in  consultation  with 


047 


048 


049 


050 


051 


Orientation  Program 
Stipulation  65: 


At  end  of  second  paragraph,  add:  "Individual  training  is  transferable 
from  one  facility  to  another  except  for  elements  of  the  training 
specific  to  a  particular  site." 


Traditional  Land  Use  Sites  —  No  recommended  changes 
Other  Activities 


Stipulation  76: 

Stipulation  78: 
Stipulation  82: 


Substimte:  "Hunting  by  lessees  employees  and  by  agents  and 
contractors  is  prohibited  when  persons  are  on  work  status  Use  of 
lessee  facilities,  equipment,  or  transport  for  personnel  access  or  aid 
m  hunting  or  trapping  Is  prohibited.  " 


Delete  phrase:  "...  except  by  subsistence  users,. 


Substitute:  "For  non-fish  bearing  water  bodies  and  streams, 
structures  shall  be  restricted  where  feasible  to  an  area  at  least  100 
feet  from  the  water  body  or  stream." 


C.       Proposed  New  Stipulations 
Facility  Design  and  Construction 


1.         "New  developments  shall  share  facilities  with  existing  development  when  prudent 
and  technically  feasible." 

Rationale:  Reduces  ground  disturbing  activities  and  acknowledges  current  state  of 
technology  related  to  a  reduced  "footprint".  Industry  voluntarily  complies  with  this 
requirement  in  many  instances  because  of  economic  benefits. 


2.  "All  crude  oil,  produced  water,  seawater  and  natural  gas  pipelines  must  be 
constructed  to  accommodate  the  best  available  technology  for  detecting  corrosion 
or  mechanical  defects  during  routine  structural  integrity  inspections." 

Rationale:       Maintaining  pipeline  integrity  will  be  particularly  important  in  the  NPR-A 
planning  area  given  the  emphasis  on  remote,  roadless  development. 
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Best  available  technology  should  be  employed  as  a  means  of  ensurino   cotmnuous 
mpr-vemem  if -he  o.-is  .ised  -o  preveni  ioiMs  md  protect  'he  inv.  ■r:^nnieni  " 


■f-essees  shall  use  smokeless  rlares  :br  handling  routine  eonditions  and  use 
auxdiary  smokeless  tlares  for  planned  events  that  exceed  the  eapacilv  of  routine 
flares.  Lessees  shall  use  flares  which  meet  the  federal  New  Source  Performance 
design  standards  listed  in  40  CFR  60. 18."' 

Rationale:  Improper  flaring  results  not  only  in  black  smoke  plumes,  which  are 
extremely  apparent  when  viewed  against  the  arctic  sky,  but  also  in  deposition  of 
unburaed  hydrocarbotis  on  the  tundra.  Control  technologies  are  used  to  achieve 
smokeless  flare  operation,  thereby  minimizing  the  potential  for  adverse  visibility  impacts. 
Proper  flare  design  and  operation  are  the  chief  control  technologies.  To  help  achieve 
smokeless  operation,  the  careful  study  of  each  flaring  situation  by  type  and  composition 
of  gas  flared,  and  the  volume  and  frequency  of  upset  conditions  is  needed  to  property  size 
die  flaring  system.  The  design  effon  should  also  include  the  selection  of  smokeless 
naring  teclinology.  Finally,  proper  operation  and  maintenance  procedures,  including 
plenty  of  spare  parts,  are  needed  to  assure  the  flares  achieve  smokeless  operation. 


4.  "In  general,  roads  will  be  discouraged  in  the  NPR-A  planning  area  except  as 
necessary  for  connecting  pads  within  independent,  remote  sites.  Permanent  roads 
and  facilities  shall  not  be  constructed  during  the  exploration  phase  of  oil  and  gas 
development." 

Rationale:  The  North  Slope  wetlands  are  valuable  because  of  the  hydraulic  regime  that 
has  developed,  geologic  features,  and  habitat  used  by  wildlife.  Solid  fill  gravel  roads 
change  the  hydrology  of  these  wetlands  causing  possible  loss  of  this  valuable  habitat  by 
increasing  thermokarsting  of  the  frozen  tundra,  blocking  water  sources  that  feed  down- 
gradient  lakes,  flooding  of  up-gradient  areas  or  roads  and  disturbing  the  snow  regime 
through  drifting  and  decreasing  the  albedo  as  a  result  of  spreading  dust.  Thermokarsting 
along  roads  can  provide  a  path  for  draining  wetlands.  Changes  in  the  tundra  moisture 
levels  will  result  in  changes  in  vegetation  types  and  variety.  Roads  will  also  provide 
access  for  people,  which  will  present  the  potential  of  increased  harassment  of  wildlife. 
Minimizing  the  construction  of  roads  will  not  only  greatly  reduce  initial  costs  of 
development  but  will  also  greatly  reduce  the  costs  of  reclamation  at  the  end  of  the  life  of 
the  field.  Moreover,  gravel  is  extremely  scarce  in  the  northern  region  of  the  NPR-A 
planning  area. 


Other  Activities 


"Lessees  will  provide  refresher  response  training  to  NSB  and  local  community 
spill  response  teams  on  a  yearly  basis." 
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Rationale:  This  stipulation  ensures  that  all  new  lessees  in  NPR-A  will  mUv  participate 
n  ;he  .ingoing  ^ommunit>  spill  response  ffainmg  erfons  undcr.vav  >n  the  North  Slope 
'.hrough  the  .Aiaskd  Clean  Seas  spill  response  ,;ooperati\ c.  ixisling  operators  are 
supplying  communil>  -based  spill  response  training  ro  local  responders.  Local  equipment 
and  manpower  resources  are  being  integrated  into  an  area-wide  spill  response  network, 
fhis  stipulation  will  ensure  that  this  effort  will  be  expanded  to  include  NPR-A. 


6.        "Lessees  will  plan  and  conduct  a  major  field  deployment  drill  annually." 

Rationale:  This  stipulation  ensures  that  all  new  lessees  in  NPR-A  will  commit  to  a 
specific  field  exercise  schedule.  Existing  operators  participate  in  area-wide  field 
deployment  drills  on  a  regular  basis.  This  stipulation  will  ensure  that  NPR-A  lessees 
participate  in  these  area-wide  drills  and/or  develop  and  stage  their  own  field  deplovment 
exercises  on  a  regular  basis. 


7.  "Lessees  shall  participate  in  development  of  the  Subarea  Regional  Spill  Response 
Plan  for  the  NPR-A  operating  area  prior  to  production,  including  development  and 
fiinding  of  environmental  sensitivity  maps  (unless  mapping  is  already 
completed)." 

Rationale:  This  stipulation  ensures  that  all  new  lessees  in  NPR-A  will  fully  participate 
in  the  ongoing  planning  and  mapping  efforts  underway  on  the  North  Slope.  Existing 
operators  are  participating  with  NOAA  and  other  federal  and  State  agencies  in  an 
ongoing  environmental  sensitivity  mapping  effort  for  the  region.  In  addition,  a 
comprehensive  Subarea  Plan  for  the  North  Slope  Region  is  under  development.  This 
stipulation  will  ensure  that  environmentally  sensitive  areas  within  the  NPR-A  operating 
area  are  identified  and  mapped  so  that  development  can  be  undertaken  in  an 
environmentally  sound  manner.  The  stipulation  will  also  ensure  that  the  Subarea  Plan 
takes  into  account  all  relevant  NPR-A  activities. 


8.         "Lessees  shall  conduct  a  cultural/paleontological  resources  survey  prior  to  any 
ground-disturbing  activity." 

Rationale:  This  is  a  standard  State  oil  and  gas  lease  requirement.  Advance  survey  and 
work  with  local  communities  can  avoid  the  unnecessary  delay,  cost,  and  conflict  that 
arises  from  damage  or  disturbance  of  cultural/paleontological  sites  during  exploration  and 
development. 
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in.     Technical  Comments 

The  Slate  oi  A.asKd  woulu  uke  xs  .nf'cr  the  tollowing  techmtal  commenis  r'or  BLVI 
review  and  consideration.  Comments  are  given  ander  the  heading  of  the  state  aaencv 
which  submitted  the  comments- 

A.       General 


A  careful  editorial  review  should  be  made  of  the  entire  document  to  ensure  that  all  cited 
references  are  listed  in  the  bibliography.  Omitted  citations  are  identified  below  in 
specific  comments  from  individual  State  of  Alaska  agencies. 


B.        Department  of  Environmental  Conservation 


On  page  11-38,  in  the  discussion  of  the  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  permits,  it 
should  state  that  ADEC  issues  401  certifications  assuring  that  state  water  quality 
standards  are  met. 


On  page  11-38  it  states  that  the  USEPA  issues  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  air- 
quality  permits.  The  State  of  Alaska  has  primacy  for  this  program  and  ADEC  issues 
those  permits.  


On  page  lIl-A-38  it  discusses  the  Department  of  the  Interior  Period.  Included  with  tlie 
other  facilities  listed  associated  with  the  well  sites  operated  by  Husky  Oil  should  also  be 
solid  waste  sites. 


Figure  III. C. 7-2  shows  the  pipeline  infrastructure  of  the  North  Slope.  The  proposed 
Badami  pipeline  is  shown,  but  the  Northstar,  Alpine,  Tarn  and  Liberty  pipelines  are  not 
shown.  This  figure  should  be  updated  with  this  information.  


Section  lV.A.l.b.  discusses  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities.  It 
discusses  current  primary  and  secondary  production  practices  for  the  North  Slope  fields 
but  precludes  tertiary  production  practices.  For  instance  miscible  gas  is  not  discussed.  A 
section  on  tertiary  practices  should  be  added  with  an  open-ended  tone.  Future  extraction 
methods  may  yet  to  be  developed. 


On  page  IV-A-37,  in  the  second  paragraph  of  environmental  factors,  it  discusses  the 
spread  of  a  spill  from  a  pipeline  leak  that  that  is  an  aerial  spray  from  the  pressurized 
pipeline,  [t  should  be  explained  that  the  constant  wind  on  the  slope  causes  this  type  of 
leak  to  spread  up  to  miles  downwind  of  the  leak. 


On  page  IV-A-38,  in  the  first  paragraph  of  spill  prevention  and  response,  it  discusses  the 
use  of  a  reserve  pit  for  containment  of  any  spills. 
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The  use  of  reserve  pits  has  been  phased  out.  An\  land  that  could  be  preserved  if  a  spill 
jould  '"^e  iirected  into  i  -cser.e  j''  -s  -nsianincani  ;;impared  '(^  'he  amount  ■'  and  '.hat 
veds    ■  -c  iedi-atJd  :.    ij    .  ..  -.i^r  .  pi:  ;■  i:ljbic  .il  .'ach  Jnii  -iiio 

Also  in  this  paragraph  the  regulatory  citing  should  be  modified.  For  the  federal 
regulations,  40  Code  ofFederal  Regulations  (CFR)  1 12  should  be  added.  This  pertains  to 
prevention  of  spills  and  requires  the  development  of  both  a  Spill  Prevention  Control  and 
Countermeasures  Plan  and  a  Facility  Response  Plan.  40  CFR  Part  300  contains  the 
National  Response  Plan  and  may  not  necessarily  apply  to  this  section.  The  last  sentence 
should  relate  the  following  statutes:  AS  46.04.020,  removal  of  oil  discharges;  and  AS 
46.04.030,  oil  discharge  prevenfion  and  plans.  AS  46.03.020(1  OXA),  which  is  stated, 
provides  ADEC  the  authority  to  develop  regulations,  but  is  not  specific  in  what  those 
regulations  say. 


071 


On  page  IV-A-38,  in  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth  paragraphs  of  spill  prevention  and 
response,  it  discusses  BLM's  role  in  a  spill.  It  discusses  that  BLM  would  oversee  all 
actions  needed  to  bring  a  well  that  has  lost  control  back  under  control.  The  AOGCC  has 
authority  within  the  State  of  Alaska  for  oversight  of  wells  and  would  have  authority  in 
the  event  of  a  well  blowout  for  the  State.  Even  though  BLM  would  be  in  the  lead,  they 
would  need  to  coordinate  with  the  commission.  It  also  states  that  BLM  would  direct 
cleanup  of  spills.  This  duty  has  been  delegated  to  the  Federal  and  State  On-Scene 
Coordinators,  which  would  be  the  USEPA  or  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard,  and  ADEC.  The 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  provides  the  Federal  On  Scene  Coordinator  for  spills  within  the  Coastal 
Zone,  defined  as  the  oceans  and  adjoining  shorelines  1,000  yards  inland  of  the  mean  high 
tide  line,  and  the  USEPA  provides  the  Federal  On  Scene  Coordinator  for  spills  in  the 
Inland  Zone,  defined  as  all  waters  and  adjoining  shorelines  located  inland  of  the  1 ,000 
yard  boundary.  ADEC  has  jurisdiction  for  the  State  on  state  lands  and  waters  out  to  the 
three-mile  limit.  Typically  for  large  spills,  the  Incident  Command  System  would  be  used 
which  requires  a  Unified  Command  as  identified  in  the  Alaska  Federal/State  Unified  Plan 
for  Response  to  Oil  Discharges  and  Hazardous  Substances  Releases.  The  Unified 
Command  consists  of  the  Federal  On-Scene  Coordinator,  the  State  On-Scene  Coordinator 
and  the  Responsible  Party's  representative.  BLM,  acting  in  capacity  as  landowner, 
would  be  represented  in  the  Incident  Command  System  planning  section  and  perhaps  on 
an  incident  specific  Multi-Agency  Coordinating  Committee  that  would  liaison  with  the 
Unified  Command.  This  section  should  be  reviewed  for  accuracy  and  updated. 


On  page  IV-C-5  it  discusses  spills  and  spill  cleanup  for  Alternative  B.  In  general  the 
discussion  on  spills  is  for  hydrocarbons,  however  other  materials  are  spilled  in  the  oil 
fields.  A  significant  material  spilled  is  produced  water  and  seawater  used  for  water 
flooding.  Because  of  high  salinity,  these  waters  present  special  cleanup  concerns  and 
their  own  environmental  concems.  Another  example  of  a  material  that  may  be  spilled  is 
a  10,000-gallon  spill  of  hydrofluoric  acid  that  occurred  around  1988. 
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A  section  should  be  included  for  these  other  hazardous  materials  that  may  spill.    This 
-omment  pertains  to  the  other  altemati'.es  listed. 
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On  page  IV-C-^0.  the  second  full  paragraph  in  the  first  column,  it  discusses  the 
regulation  ot  muds,  cunings.  and  drilling  fluids,  .is  well  as  produced  waters  It  states  that 
they  are  regulated  through  the  U.SEP,4  by  NPDES  permitting.  These  wastes  are  rarely 
regulated  through  this  process. 

Injection  of  wastes  is  regulated  by  the  USEPA  Underground  Injection  Control  program. 
The  AOGCC  has  primacy  for  this  program  for  Class  II  wells  in  the  State  of  Alaska. 
Produced  waters  and  drilling  wastes  fall  within  the  Class  11  category.  Some  wastes  are 
disposed  through  the  annulus  of  producing  wells.  This  activity  is  exempt  from  the 
Underground  Injection  Control  program,  however  the  AOGCC  also  regulates  this 
practice  for  the  State  of  Alaska.  Surface  disposal  of  drilling  wastes  would  require  a  solid 
waste  permit  from  ADEC. 


On  page  VI-2  it  lists  agencies  and  organizations  consulted.  ADKC  is  not  included  on  this 
list  and  should  be. 


C.       Department  of  Fish  and  Game 


Section  II,  Alternatives,  Goose  Molting  Habitat,  Page  11-2.  This  paragraph  should  clarify 
that  the  area  is  the  most  significant  molting  habitat  for  brant,  Canada,  and  greater  white- 
fronted  geese  in  the  arctic.  It  also  should  mention  that  the  first  two  are  composed  of 
many  birds  from  western  Alaska  and  south  of  the  Brooks  Range,  and  the  greater  white- 
fronted  geese  represent  about  20%  of  the  North  Slope  population  seginent. 


Section  II,  Alternatives,  Spectacled  Eider  Nesting  Concentrations,  Page  II-2.  This  is  a 
misnomer,  more  appropriately  called  "breeding  range"  because  (a)  only  a  few  spectacled 
eider  nests  actually  have  been  found  in  NFR-A,  and  (b)  there  are  no  nesting 
"concentrations"  of  these  widely  dispersed  birds. 


Section  II,  Alternatives,  Pages- 1 9,  20.  BLM  should  redefine  all  Special  Management 
Zones  created  under  the  1983  Record  of  Decision,  because  they  do  not  reflect  current 
knowledge  regarding  necessary  wildlife  protection  measures.  The  EIS  emphasizes 
retention  of  Special  Areas,  but  is  unclear  about  protective  measures  that  flow  from  these 
designations,  other  than  that  BLM  may  protect  the  focal  resources  or  may  require 
industry  to  determine  that  no  permanent  damage  would  occur.  Lease  area  designations 
and  stipulations  in  the  EIS  should  be  the  primary  commitments  to  resource  protection,  not 
Special  Area  provisions. 
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Figure  II.B.^  should  be  labeled  "proposed  Bird  Conservation  Area  (BCA)."  The  Colvill 
River  BCA   under  the  Partners  .r.  t^Uiht  urogram ,.  mentioned  under  .Mtematives  B-E 
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Section  U-C.  Figure  tl.C.1-2.  •\ltemativc  8.  Page  11-32.  fhe  legend  for  this  tigure 
indicates  land  within  the  Fish  Habitat  l.UEA  is  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  within  1,4 
mile  of  Deep  Water  Lakes.  However,  ihe  lext  associated  with  this  figure  (page  11-19) 
states  LUEAs  are  not  available  for  leasing  in  this  alternative. 


Alpine  Development  Model 

We  question  the  assumption  that  all  future  oilfields  will  follow  the  ARCO  Alpine  model. 
This  development  proposal  has  only  recently  been  approved  by  the  State  and  components 
of  the  project  have  not  yet  been  tested  (e.g.,  horizontal  directional  drilling  for  pipelines 
under  the  Colvillc  River).  As  we  do  not  yet  have  any  working  fields  of  the  Alpine  type, 
all  discussion  of  development  scenarios  and  impacts  is  assumptive,  rather  than  empirical. 
We  believe  that  the  Draft  EIS  should  acknowledge  that,  while  roadless  oilfields  are  the 
goal,  some  fields  may  require  more  extensive  surface  development.  Experience  in  the 
Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk  area  has  shown  incremental  expansion  of  development  in  some 
areas  as  infrastructure  is  built  and  new  advances  in  technology  allow  exploitation  of 
small  reservoirs  of  oil  that  were  uneconomical  to  recover  in  the  original  development 
scenario.  It  is  possible  that  an  Alpine-type  development  could  grow  from  two  drill  pads, 
an  interconnecting  road,  and  an  airstrip  to  something  more  involved,  with  potentially 
greater  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  their  habitat.  In  a  multiple  field 
scenario,  depending  on  the  distance  between  recoverable  reservoirs,  the  possibility  exists 
that  a  rather  dense  network  of  drill  pads,  interconnecting  roads  and  pipelines  could  create 
a  larger  footprint  similar  to,  although  not  likely  as  large  as  that  found  in,  Prudhoe  Bay  or 
Kuparuk.  There  should  be  greater  discussion  of  this  type  of  potential  development  and 
associated  impacts  in  addition  to  the  Alpine-type  development  scenario. 

The  Draft  EIS  should  present  more  discussion  about  how  much  development  can  be 
supported  remotely  from  Kuparuk,  especially  under  Alternatives  D  and  E.  We  question 
whether  up  to  five  fields  could  be  supported  without  some  industrial  base  located  west  of 
the  Colville  River. 

The  Alpine  development  scenario  is  ARCO's  proposed  plan.  Other  potential  developers 
within  NPR-A  may  not  hold  the  same  philosophy  regarding  field  development  and  may 
wish  to  develop  leases  in  a  different  manner  with  potentially  different  impacts  to 
biological  resources.  Although  roadless  oilfields  are  proposed  in  the  Draft  EIS 
development  scenarios,  roads  arc  not  prohibited  unless  the  BLM  chooses  to  place  in 
stipulations  that  they  are  prohibited.  Assumptions  of  roadless  fields  and  mmimal  surface 
development  lead  to  predictions  of  minimal  impacts.  We  do  not  question  that  this  could 
be  the  case,  but  the  Draft  EIS  should  acknowledge  that  impacts  may  be  greater, 
depending  on  the  development  scenario. 
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On  the  other  hand,  roadless  fields  may  not  he  necessary,  particularly  in  areas  where  we    I  081 
ire  confident  that  wildlife  disturbance  can  be  jvoided  I 


Standards  for  .\sse$$ment  of  Impacts  lo  Subsistence  t  ses 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  descnbe  the  standards  used  for  measuring  the  effects  of  impacts. 
This  probably  is  a  result  of  the  paucity  of  information  available  about  the  actual 
effectiveness  of  the  proposed  stipulations  and  mitigation  measures.  Consequently,  the 
assessment  of  effects,  especially  as  they  apply  to  subsistence  resources  and  uses,  may  be 
overly  optimistic.  We  recommend  that  the  standards  used  for  this  analysis  be  discussed 
in  the  Draft  EIS,  and  that  a  defensible  evaluation  process  be  estabHshed  by  state  and 
federal  agencies  and  the  NSB.  One  way  to  test  this  proposed  process  would  be  to  apply  it 
to  the  nearby  Alpine  Project.  Any  analysis  must  address  all  potential  causes  for 
population  changes.  Declines  are  not  necessarily  related  to  development. 

Generally  speaking,  the  assessment  of  impacts  in  the  table  at  11-42  to  11-71  occurs  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  resource.  Even  though  fish  and  wildlife  resources  may  be 
presumed  to  be  safe  for  human  consumption,  the  perceptions  of  local  residents  may  be 
quite  different.  For  example,  we  know  from  the  experience  of  Prince  William  Sound 
residents  following  the  Exxon-Valdez  oil  spill  that  their  perceptions  concerning  the  safety 
of  fish,  wildlife,  and  marine  resources  for  human  consumption  can  last  a  long  time.  A 
similar  situation  occurred  at  the  Red  Dog  Mine  when  increased  concentrations  of  metals 
were  present  in  the  Wulik  River  and  residents  of  the  area  limited  the  use  of  the  fish 
resources  for  at  least  one  year  after  the  source  of  the  metals  was  controlled  at  die  mine. 
Some  residents  arc  reluctant  to  use  certain  resources  even  though  the  resources  are 
considered  safe  for  human  consumption.  The  lessons  learned  from  the  Exxon-Valdez  oil 
spill  can  enlighten  and  strengthen  the  assessment  of  potential  impacts  in  this  Draft  EIS. 


Updated  Subsistence  InformatioD  Needed 


The  Draft  EIS  presents  a  detailed  discussion  of  subsistence  activities  conducted  by  North 
Slope  communities  in  and  near  the  NPR-A.  The  Slate  is  concerned  diat  some  of  the 
available  subsistence  use  land  use  information  is  outdated  and  additional  research  is 
needed  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  development  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses.  Current 
information  is  needed  to  better  inform  this  EIS  process  and  to  provide  an  adequate  basis 
for  additional  and  more  detailed  land  use  planning  in  the  areas  proposed  for  leasing. 
Refer  to  Section  III,  Description  of  the  Affected  Environment,  Subsistence,  pages  III-C-? 
tom-C-31. 
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EITectlveness  of  Subsistence  Stipulations 

The  Draft  EIS  analyzes  'the  impacts  of  ground-impacting-management  actions  and  oil 
and  gas  leasing  activity  on  the  subsistence-harvest  patterns  of  communities  in  or  near  the 
planning  area."  In  the  "Effects  on  Communities"  subsection,  local  residents  identify 
specific  impacts  based  on  their  past  observations  and  concern  for  the  potential  effects  of 
fijture  oil  and  gas  activities.  The  Draft  EIS  identifies  stipulations  designed  to  mitigate  or 
avoid  these  impacts,  many  of  which  have  been  applied  to  oil  and  gas  activities  on  state 
lands.  However,  we  are  unaware  of  any  systematic  assessment  being  done  to  confirm  the 
effectiveness  of  these  stipulations.  Refer  to  Section  IV,  Effects,  Alternatives  B-E, 
Subsistence-Harvest  Patterns. 


Effects  of  Oil  Spills 

The  descriptions  of  the  effects  of  oil  spills  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  their  habitat 
in  the  alternatives  are  modeled  on  existing  spills  recorded  in  the  North  Slope  oilfields. 
As  most  of  these  spills  have  been  small  to  date  or  have  occurred  in  winter  when 
biological  resources  in  the  area  are  low  and  cleanup  conditions  are  relatively  easy,  the 
impression  is  that  minimal  effects  to  the  resources  of  NPR-A  will  occur  from  spills. 
The  potential  for  a  valve  failure  or  pipeline  spill  during  summer  and  the  effects  to  the 
resources  should  be  acknowledged  and  discussed  for  each  of  the  alternatives.  The  low 
probability  -  high  effects  spill  event  at  the  end  of  the  document  should  be  integrated  into 
the  effects  to  species  discussions  for  each  of  the  applicable  alternatives.  This  would 
provide  the  reader  a  more  realistic  representation  of  potential  effects  of  spills  to  the 
resources.  The  Draft  EIS  also  should  address  long-term  chronic  effects  of  contamination 
and  should  present  an  assessment  of  impacts  to  at  least  the  most  sensitive  areas  open  to 
leasing,  in  the  event  of  a  major  spill. 


Spills  to  Marine  Waters 

The  potential  for  oil  spills  to  contact  marine  waters,  either  carried  dovmstream  in  streams 
or  from  drill  pads  or  pipelines  immediately  adjacent  to  the  coast,  needs  to  be  identified  or 
discussed  further  in  the  effects  sections  for  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.  Alternative  D  has 
over  50  miles  of  coastline  in  the  Kalikpik  River  delta,  Atigaru  Point,  and  Kogru  River 
area  where  coastline  is  available  for  leasing  and  drilling  from  a  pad  on  the  coast  could 
occur  (as  at  F  Pad,  Milne  Point  field  for  example).  Alternative  C  has  about  10  miles  of 
coastline  surrounding  the  Kalikpik  River  delta  area  that  would  be  available  for  leasing 
and  development. 
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Alternative  B  does  not  have  any  coastline  available  for  leasing,  although  about  2  miles  of 
ihoreline  s  ^ct'^eer.  :0<i  and  ^on  --n  fVom  inshore  areas  open  'or  ieasini  The  potential 
proximir;.  .ir  jirueiure>  :nai  nay  eiiaoie  on  ;o  reach  '.he  -nanne  environment  and  affect 
species  from  birds  to  whales  needs  to  be  given  greater  consideration  in  this  planning 
effort.  Current  spill  response  planning  efforts  in  the  existing  North  Slope  oilfields  all 
address  spills  to  marine  waters  from  onshore  facilities. 


Effects  ofSeawater  Spills  to  Terrestrial  Environments 

There  is  almost  no  mention  of  the  potential  effects  of  seawater  spills  to  vegetation,  water 
quality,  or  invertebrate  populations  in  potentially  affected  waterbodies.  As  seawater 
flooding  of  the  oil  reservoir  to  enhance  recovery  is  proposed  and  discussed  in  the 
document,  the  effects  of  seawater  pipeline  spills  should  be  identified  and  discussed. 

Spills  Reaching  Teshelipuk  Lake 

There  is  little  to  no  discussion  of  potential  impacts  to  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  its  resources 
should  an  oil  spill  reach  the  lake  from  one  or  more  of  the  streams  that  feed  the  lake.  The 
discussion  should  address  impacts  fi-om  widespread  dispersion  of  oil  along  lakeshore 
habitats. 


Arbitrary  Recovery  Times  and  Lengths  of  Impacts  to  Species 

In  sections  on  effects  to  fish,  birds  and  mammals,  estimates  of  mortality  and  recovery 
times  fi-om  oil  and  gas  related  activities  are  presented.  The  Draft  EIS  should  clarify  the 
criteria  used  to  estimate  tlie  magnitude  of  mortality  or  the  recovery  times  for  these 
impacted  species  and  whether  these  estimates  based  on  any  empirical  data  or  published 
references.  In  several  instances,  the  recovery  times  given  for  particular  species  or  species 
groups  varies  within  and  between  alternatives.  Furthermore,  the  discussions  of  effects 
and  recovery  times  are  mostly  based  on  single  events;  there  is  little  discussion  of 
compounded  effects  of  multiple  spills  and  subsequent  recovery  times.  Variation  in  age  of 
reproductive  maturity,  reproductive  interval  and  productivity  also  should  be  considered 
when  estimating  recovery  times. 

As  an  example,  fish  are  stated  to  recover  from  construction  related  disturbance  in  5  to  10 
years,  and  firom  spills  in  three  years.  In  many  arctic  and  subarctic  fish  populations, 
successful  reproduction  (i.e.,  survival  of  young-of-the-year  fish  to  one  year)  does  not 
occur  on  a  yearly  basis.  Evidence  for  this  can  be  seen  in  the  strength  of  individual  year- 
classes  of  fish.  If  successfiil  reproduction  only  occurs  on  average  every  3  to  5  years,  and 
if  an  oil  spill  or  other  impact  occurs  during  a  year  that  normally  would  successfiilly 
produce  fish,  loss  of  this  infrequent  strong  year  class  could  prevent  the  population  from 
recovering  from  the  disturbance  in  the  predicted  timeframe,  Recovery  times  for  areas  of 
high  fish  density  are  expected  to  be  similar  to  that  for  areas  of  low  density. 
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Displacement  by  Disturbance  or  Facilities 

Statements  are  made  in  several  locations,  particularly  for  birds,  that  organisms  will  move 
to  adjacent  undisturbed  habitat  if  disturbed  or  if  their  habitat  is  disturbed  by  gravel  pads 
or  gravel  mine  sites.  Such  statements  assume  that  adjacent  habitat  is  not  fully  occupied 
by  the  particular  bird  species.  Although  adjacent  habitat  may  be  available  for  occupancy 
by  displaced  organisms,  such  habitat  may  not  be  optimal  for  successful  reproduction  and 
survival.  Lack  of  suitable  nest  sites,  forage  or  prey  availability,  and  the  territorial 
behavior  of  many  species  may  limit  the  suitability  of  adjacent  habitat.  Thus,  habitat  that 
may  appear  vacant,  may  actually  be  fully  occupied. 


Wide-scale  Waterfowl  Values 

In  general,  sections  on  bird  resources  do  not  describe  the  relationship  of  birds  that  occur 
in  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  to  their  breeding  and  wintering  ranges,  or  the  public 
values  of  these  resources  beyond  the  North  Slope.  For  example,  black  brant  are  valued  as 
a  viewing  and  harvest  resource  in  four  countries.  Brant  geese  molting  in  NPR-A  have 
substantial  value  to  subsistence  users  of  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta.  NPR-A  white- 
fronted  geese  are  harvested  in  prairie  regions  of  Canada,  the  Central  and  Mississippi 
Flyways,  and  in  Mexico. 

Canada  geese  are  used  by  people  in  interior  Alaska  and  the  Pacific  Flyway.  Tundra 
swans  are  viewed  and  hunted  in  the  Central  and  Atlantic  Flyways.  These  broad  resource 
connections  were  summarized  at  the  April  NPR-A  Symposium  and  included  in  comments 
on  earlier  drafts  of  Draft  EIS  sections.  The  lack  of  consideration  for  interstate  and 
international  values  of  waterfowl  contrasts  sharply  with  the  nine-page  assessment  of 
potential  effects  on  northwest  salmon  stocks  (Ill-B-52). 


Impact  Detection  and  Natural  Population  Fluctuation 

Throughout     discussion     of    potential     effects     in     all     alternatives,     the     phrase 

" [impacts/recovery]  may  not  be  detectable  above  natural  fluctuations  of  the  population 

and  survey  methods/data  available"  is  used  frequently  for  fish,  birds,  and  mammals. 
Although  arctic  bird  populations,  for  example,  exhibit  substantial  annual  variation,  and 
methods  of  some  surveys  are  often  not  refined  enough  to  detect  small  to  moderate 
changes  in  abundance,  these  factors  often  are  used  in  the  Draft  EIS  to  avoid  rendering 
judgments  on  potential  impacts  to  birds,  to  negate  judgments  that  have  been  included,  or 
to  imply  that  there  would  be  no  impacts.  The  Draft  EIS  disregards  the  possibility  of 
obtaining  new  information  through  directed  studies  or  monitoring  programs  that  should 
be  required  prior  to  and  during  development. 
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Gravel  Sources 

In  ieveral  locations  within  the  Drart  F,IS.  statements  are  made  that  gravel  necessap.  for 
pad  development,  roads,  and  airstrips  will  be  obtained  from  existing  gravel  sources  on  the 
east  side  of  the  Colville  River.  Although  this  may  be  a  valid  assumption  for  deveiopment 
scenarios  within  10  to  20  miles  of  Nuiqsut,  it  is  not  likely  to  be  valid  for  areas  more 
distant.  It  is  unrealistic,  because  of  logistical  and  economic  considerations,  to  assume 
gravel  will  be  hauled  40  to  50  miles  to  build  pads,  roads  or  airstrips.  The  assumption  that 
gravel  could  be  hauled  from  existing  gravel  mine  sites  to  the  coast,  barged  to  coastal 
staging  areas,  and  then  hauled  to  the  development  area  appears  even  more  unrealistic 
(page  IV-A-14).  This  type  of  activity  would  require  the  material  to  be  handled  at  least 
three  times,  would  require  two  coastal  staging  areas,  and  would  require  preparation  of  ice 
roads  over  two  winters  to  move  the  material.  Such  an  endeavor  may  not  be  given  serious 
consideration  in  a  real  situation  because  of  the  costs  involved  and  the  development  time 
required  to  conduct  the  transport  of  material.  Greater  consideration  should  be  given  to 
discussing  development  of  potential  material  sites  within  the  NPR-A  and  the  effects  such 
development  would  have  on  the  resources  of  the  NPR-A.  


Number  of  Potential  OilHelds 

Within  Environmental  Consequences,  Effects,  Alternative  E,  Multiple  Sales,  the 
statement  is  made  that  2  to  10  oilfields  will  be  developed.  In  discussions  in  all  of  the 
other  Alternatives,  one  to  five  oilfields  arc  assumed  to  be  developed.  The  effects  to 
resources  of  NPR-A  would  be  considerably  greater  if  the  number  of  fields  is  doubled. 

If  the  discussion  in  Multiple  Fields  is  intended  to  address  2  to  10  oilfields,  then  a 
considerably  greater  effort  needs  to  be  made  in  discussing  tlic  increased  impacts  to  fish 
and  wildlife  and  other  resources. 


Miscellaneous 


Text  within  the  Drafl  EIS  uses  an  undisciplined  mixture  of  metric  and  English  units  of 
measure.  Distances,  for  example,  are  reported  in  inches,  feet,  yards,  meters,  kilometers, 
and  miles.  Metric  or  English  should  be  chosen  as  the  primary  system  for  reporting  units 
of  measure  and  the  document  should  be  edited  accordingly. 


Section  IV,  Environmental  Consequences  needs  some  additional  editing  to  make  it  a 
more  readable  document.  As  written,  some  subsections  have  a  considerable  amount  of 
repetitious  material;  others  have  been  edited  well  and  have  little  repetitive  material. 
Further  editing  would  make  the  document  easier  to  read  and  evaluate,  and  reduce  the 
length  of  the  final  document. 
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D.        Departmeat  of  Natural  Resources 

Page  IV-F-19    Ccnnomv     Cunclusion  ■  First  Sale 

The  summary  of  state  revenues  at  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph  (SI  5  to  2.25  million. 
S2.5  to  6  million,  and  $1.25  to  3  million)  are  ditTerem  than  the  numbers  stated  in  b.(4)  on 
the  same  page  ($1.5  to  3  million,  $2.5  to  10  million,  and  Sl.25  to  5  million),  and  different 
still  are  the  numbers  in  the  summary  document  ($10.5  to  36  million,  page  60,  Summary 
document). 


Appendix  D  -  Section  810  of  ANILCA  Findings  and  Conclusions 

The  conclusion  that  alternatives  D  and  E  "would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses"  is 
not  supported  by  the  data,  analysis,  or  conclusions  in  Sections  1V.E.13  or  1V.F.13,  the 
analysis  of  impacts  on  subsistence.  Nor  do  the  conclusions  on  page  D-5  and  D-6  fiow 
from  the  discussion  on  the  same  page,  for  example,  on  page  D-5,  the  last  sentence  under 
paragraph  a.  states  "no  significant  impacts  to  subsistence-harvest  patterns",  but  the 
bottom  of  the  page  states  "Alternative  D  would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses". 
The  rest  of  the  document  does  not  support  this  conclusion.  


Affected  Environment 

A  number  of  publications  cited  in  Chapter  3,  Description  of  the  Affected  Environment, 
Section  Al,  Physical  Characteristics-Terrestrial  Environment:  Physiography   (I!I-A-lb), 
Soils  (III-A-lc),  and  Sand  and  Gravel  (III-A-ld)  are  not  listed  in  the  bibliography. 
Many  of  these  will  be  important  references  for  possible  future  development  and  should 
be  listed: 

Meyer,  1995  (p.  IIl-A-1) 

Merrilt  and  Hawley,  1986  (p.  lII-A-2) 

USGS,  1985(p.Ill-A-l) 

USDOI,  1973,  1979,  1985,  1995  (p.  III-A-31) 

Kunz  and  Mann,  1997  (p.  III-A-36) 


For  the  sections  on  Soils  (III-A-lc)  and  Sand  and  Gravel  (III-A-ld),  two  important 
USGS  publications  should  be  cited  and  summarized  but  are  not.  These  publications  were 
memioned  in  the  Division  of  Geological  &  Geophysical  Surveys  (DGGS)  comments  on 
the  preliminary  draft  and  are  listed  again  below: 

Carter,  L.D.,  1983,  Engineering-geologic  maps  of  northern  Alaska,  Tcshekpuk 
Quadrangle,  USGS  Open  File  Report  83-634,  scale  1 :250,000. 
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Carter,  I..D..  and  Galloway.  J, P..  1985.  Engineering-geologic  maps  of  northern 
Maska.    Harrison    Ba\    Quadrangle     'SOS    Ooer.    File    Recoct    85-:56.    scale 


There  is  no  discussion  oi  potential  hazards  Crom  earthqualce.s.  sea-ice  processes,  or 
coastal  erosion.  Since  there  is  some  discussion  of  engmeering  problems  fi-om  permatrost. 
It  is  inconsistent  that  other  possible  engineering  constraints  are  not  discussed  as  well. 
Granted,  the  earthquake  potential  is  low  (but  not  nonexistent);  however,  a  brief 
discussion  of  earthquake  history  and  potential  in  this  area  would  be  useful,  particularly 
for  the  benefit  of  those  outside  Alaska  who  assume  that  the  entire  state  has  high 
earthquake  risk.  The  lack  of  such  a  discussion  was  part  of  the  reason  that  a  State  of 
Alaska  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  on  the  North  Slope  was  cancelled  by  the  courts  a  few  years 
ago. 

Coastal  processes,  particularly  erosion  and  ice  shove,  have  high  potential  for  impacting 
nearshore  and  onshore  development.  These  processes  should  at  least  be  acknowledged 
and  briefly  described.  Mitigation  of  these  hazards  is  required  by  coastal  zone  regulations. 


Page  II-3,  Pik  Dunes.  It  is  stated  that  "cultural  remains  dating  from  about  12,000  years 
ago  have  been  found  there."  If  so,  we  have  never  heard  of  them.  Sites  of  this  age  are 
exceedingly  rare,  so  we  would  like  to  be  informed  of  such  significant  finds.  BLM  is 
supposed  to  report  cultural  resource  sites  found  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
on  an  annual  basis.  Further,  the  Pik  Dunes  sites  do  not  appear  on  the  euUural  resources 
distribution  map  on  page  !lI-C-5. 


Page  11-38,  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  Consultation.  It  is  stated  that 
"the  NHPA  requires  consultation  with  the  Alaska  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and 
the  President's  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preser\'atlon."  The  Council  need  be 
consulted  only  if  there  will  be  an  effect  on  cultural  resources  listed  on  or  eligible  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Our  only  consultation  so  far  has 
been  an  opportunity  to  review,  under  rather  tight  timeframes,  portions  of  the  "cultural 
resources"  sections  taken  out  of  context  and  without  any  description  of  the  alternatives. 


Cultural  Resources 

General:  Archaeological  resources  are  protected  on  both  state  and  federal  land.  The 
archaeological  resources  in  the  planning  area  are  not  well  known  but  are  expected  to  be 
rich  and  varied  in  some  areas. 


Page  11-41,  Table  II.D.2.  The  list  of  topics  does  not  include  Cultural  Resources.  They 
are  included  in  the  body  of  the  table  on  pages  11-62-63  between  Economy  and 
Subsistence. 
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Page  11-62.  Alternative  .A.  It  is  stated  that  'impacts  to  [culmral  resources]  can  be 
•atisfactoriK  iddres.sed  through  -he  cun-eni  .issessmeni  jnd  decisinn-makina  prnces.s  ' 
'ni.-.  >  probaoi-i  true,  oui  aowhere  in  :he  jocumeni  s  .nai  assessment  ana  Jecisiun- 
making  process  described  tor  the  reader  not  Acll-versed  in  cultural  resource  management 
law.  regulations,  and  Bl  VI  manuals. 


Page  ni-C-4,  Culmral  Resources.  This  section  goes  into  great  detail  about  the 
importance  of  the  Mesa  Site,  an  area  outside  the  planning  area,  without  explaining  why. 
A  brief  cultural  history  of  Northern  Alaska  follows,  but  no  known  sites  in  the  planning 
area  are  actually  discussed.  Some  description  of  the  types  of  known  sites  would  be  usefiil 
to  the  uninformed  reader.  It  is  certainly  true  that  "only  a  few  portions  of  the  planning 
area  have  been  examined  for  the  presence  of  cultural  sites."  It  would  be  useful  to  go  mto 
more  detail  on  where  these  few  reconnaissance  surveys  have  occurred.  There  should  also 
be  some  discussion  of  the  potential  to  discover  new  sites.  It  appears  to  be  fairly  high  in 
the  southern  half  of  the  planning  area. 


Page  rV-B-I6,  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations.  The  current  "Environmental  Assessment 
review  and  clearance  process"  is  not  explained  to  the  casual  reader  (see  comment  above, 
pg.  11-62).  This  may  seem  to  be  a  trivial  comment,  but  the  same  statement  is  used 
throughout  the  document  to  explain  how  BLM  will  manage  cultural  resources  for  each 
alternative.  The  reader  is  not  given  much  of  an  idea  about  what  this  may  mean. 
Mentioning  Sections  106  and  110  of  the  NHPA  and  Executive  Order  11593  (later 
incorporated  into  amendments  to  Section  110)  lengthens  the  section  but  does  not  inform 
the  reader. 


The  "NSB  History,  Language,  and  Culture  Commission"  is  the  NSB  Commission  on 
Inupiat  History,  Language,  and  Culture. 


Page  IV-C-46,  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations,  It  is  stated  that  "(t)he  protection  of  cultural 
resources  in  the  planning  area  would  follow  the  established  and  proven  procedures 
developed  by  the  BLM  during  the  NPR-A  exploration  of  the  late  I970's  and  early 
1980's."  Again,  the  non-specialist  reader  is  left  uninformed  about  what  these  procedures 
might  be. 


The  issue  of  when  archaeological  surveys  will  be  required  is  not  discussed.  ADNR  oil 
and  gas  leases  contain  a  stipulation  that  a  survey  shall  occur  prior  to  any  ground 
disturbing  activity.  This  is  straightforward  and  predictable;  the  oil  companies  have 
worked  with  it  very  well.  If  this  is  the  approach  BLM  will  take  it  seems  like  this 
document  would  be  the  place  to  bring  it  up. 
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£.        Office  of  the  Governor-  Division  of  Governmental  Coordination 

On  page  (1-2''  mention  of  appendix  needs  to  be  removed. 


112 


Line  14  states  that  stipulations  without  an  asterisk  would  be  attached  to  the  applicable 
permit.  This  statement  should  identify  the  permits  it  pertains  to  (federal  and  state 
permits).  It  is  unclear  how  feasible  it  is  for  a  planning  dociunent  with  an  uncertain 
expiration  date  to  state  that  certain  stipulations  will  be  placed  on  permits.  Stipulations 
arc  usually  placed  on  permits  during  the  permit  review. 

On  page  11-34,  line  9,  "affects"  is  a  verb  and  should  be  replaced  by  "effects."      Sep    I  113 
additional  comments  about  stipulation  64  at  the  end. 

On  page  lII-A-4,  map  should  include  Badami  pipeline,  ciurently  being  constructed. 

On  page  II-A-14,  maps  begiiming  on  this  page  have  acronyms  not  used  on  the  list 
acronyms  and  symbols  should  be  changed  to  match  list 

In  section  5  b,  first  paragraph,  first  sentence.  Federal  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act  was    |  116 
amended  in  1996  (in  addition  to  1990  amendments). 


In  section  5  b  (1),  first  paragraph,  reword  sentence  5.  "  ...  federal  activities  and  federally 
permitted  activities  must  be  consistent  with  the  standards  of  the  Alaska  Coastal 
Management  Program  (ACMP)  which  include  state  standards  found  in  regulation  (6 
AAC  50)  and  (he  enforceable  policies  found  in  local  coastal  district  programs.  Thirty- 
three  coastal  districts  have  developed  coastal  management  programs  with  enforceable 
policies  that  become  part  of  the  ACMP."  Federally  permitted  activities  will  likely  occiu- 
as  the  result  of  the  lease  sale  and  therefore  should  be  mentioned. 
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In  section  5  b  (1),  first  paragraph,  remove  sentence  8,  "The  Division  of  Governmental 
Conservation  is  currently  in  the  process  of  publishing  the  ACMP  enforceable  policies." 
This  document  is  already  printed,  but  it  only  copies  existing  policies.  By  mentioning  it 
here,  readers  may  think  that  ACMP  was  somehow  changed.  In  addition,  for  the  NPR-A, 
readers  only  need  to  reference  the  MSB's  coastal  management  program. 


In  section  5  b  (1),  second  paragraph,  reword  sentence  3, 
federally  permitted  activities  on  these  excluded  lands  .  . .  " 


,  when  federal  actions  i 


On  page  IV-A-41,  there  are  more  proposals  than  trans-Alaska  gas  system  to  develop 
North  Slope  gas.  This  discussion  should  mention  this  fact  (e.g.,  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  and  a  pipeline  by  producers  along  the  TAPS  route). 
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State  of  Alaska  NFR-A  Comments 
Page  58 


On  page  lV-C-66.  section  b.  second  paragraph,  first  sentence,  as  discussed  earlier,  add 
edera:''  ffTTiitted  tctivities  to  federal  activities  Both  have  -o  he  consistent  -vith  •he 
\CMP  


On  page  IV-C-bB.  section  b  i  I'l.  this  policy  applies  to  any  watertroni  deveiupmeni  i 
marine  waters,  lakes  and  rivers)  while  the  discussion  only  mentions  marine  waters. 


The  remaining  discussion  of  ACMP  standards  in  this  section  ends  with  a  statement  that 
"no  conflict  with  this  policy  is  anticipated."  It  is  unrealistic  to  think  that  there  won't  be 
conflicts.  A  better  way  to  state  this  would  be:  "Mitigation  measures  (name  them)  will 
reduce  conflicts  and  Ahemative  B  will  be  consistent  with  this  standard."  This  comment 
applies  to  many  of  the  discussions  on  Coastal  Zone  Management  in  the  document. 


On  page  IV-G-I,  Effects  on  the  Cumulative  Case,  the  introductory  paragraph  for  the 
cumulative  effect  analysis  references  projects  that  could  be  expected  "during  the  life  of 
the  proposed  planning  effort."  The  length  of  the  planning  effort  is  not  defined,  however, 
so  it  is  uncertain  what  time  period  this  analysis  covers. 


F.       Department  of  Transportation  and  Public  Facilities 


Although  the  existing  transportation  systems  on  the  North  Slope,  the  Dalton  Highway 
and  the  Deadhorse  Airport  operated  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Public  Facilities,  are  described  in  the  Draft  EIS,  the  impact  of  proposed  development  on 
these  facilities  was  not.  It  is  recommended  that  ELM  include  language  that  addresses  the 
adequacy  of  the  Dalton  Highway  and  Deadhorse  Airport  to  support  the  NPR-A  project. 
It  is  our  opinion  that  both  facilities  are  adequate.  


In  addition,  the  movement  of  vehicles  between  the  present  oil  field  road  system  and  the 
communities  of  Nuiqsut  and  Barrow  is  briefly  mentioned  but  not  evaluated.  As  oil  field 
development  moves  further  west,  the  demand  for  better  seasonal  access  should  be 
expected  to  increase.  Winter  road  and/or  ice  road  access  becomes  an  alternative  for 
transporting  some  types  of  freight  between  the  existing  highway  system  and  these 
communities.  BLM  should  officially  "ask  the  question"  about  the  relationship  between 
the  proposed  leasing/development  and  the  desirability  of  expanded  overland  winter 
access. 


State  of  Alaska  NPR-A  Comments 
Page  59 


121 


122 


123 


124 


125 


126 


V-157 


Q 


I 


/ 

i>   ^s' 

s 

<3 

\ 

<a 

u 

1 

O 

b 

'            1 

-i-i 

J 

U 

--^.    -^C?l. 

NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE  -  ALASKA  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


V-158 


\CRONYM  LIST 


Errata  Sheet 


ADEC  -  Alaska  DepaniTiL'm  01" i-.nvironmemal  CiinserNation 

ADF&G  =  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 

ADNR  =  Alaska  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

ANCSA  -  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 

ANILCA  =  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservatimi  Act 

AO  =  Authorized  Officer 

AOGCC  =  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission 

ASRC  =  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation 

BLM  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

CAH  =  Central  Arctic  Caribou  Herd 

CMA  =  Caribou  Management  Area 

DCNES  -  Draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy 

EIS  =  linvironmental  Impact  Statement 

FAA  =  Federal  Aviation  Administration 

GMMA  =  Goose  Molting  Management  Area 

LUEA  =  Land  Use  Emphasis  Area 

MMS  =  Minerals  Management  Service 

NEPA  =  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NPR-A  =  National  Petroleum  Reserve-  Alaska 

NSB  =  North  Slope  Borough 

TAPS  -  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System 

TLH  =  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd 

WAH  =  Western  Arctic  Caribou  Herd 

USEPA  =  United  Stales  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

USF&WS  -  United  Slates  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

USGS  =  United  States  Geological  Survey 


State  of  Alaska  Comments 

on  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska 

Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan  / 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 


The  following  technical  comments  were  inadvertently  omitted  from  Part  II,  Section  III,  C. 
of  the  Stale  of  Alaska's  final  comments: 

Section  n.  Table  ll.D.2c-l.  Comparisons  of  Impacts  for  Allernalives  A-E.  and  the  Cumulative 
Case.  Pages  H-41  to  11-71,  Tlie  conimenls  made  concerning  this  table  also  need  to  be  addressed 
in  the  main  body  of  Section  IV.  This  table  also  ™ll  need  to  be  modified  following  any  corrections 
or  alterations  to  arguments  presented  in  the  main  body  of  Section  IV. 


Cumulative  Ccise,  All  Resaura-s.  There  are  no  introductory  remarks  to  describe  what  is  meant  by 
the  Cumulative  Case;  the  reader  has  to  go  into  Section  IV  to  comprehend  that  part  of  the  table. 
One  assumes  lliat  this  describes  a  combination  of  effects  from  present  and  future  oil  and  gas 
activity  on  the  mid-Beaufort  Coast.  There  needs  to  be  consistency  in  the  scope  of  the  effects 
listed  under  the  Cumulative  Case.  For  some  resources  (Water  Quality,  Water  Resources,  Birds), 
the  cumulative  case  appears  to  address  only  those  potential  cumulative  effects  within  the  planning 
area.  For  others  (Vegetation),  the  scope  of  the  potential  cumulative  effects  is  the  entire  North 
Slope  of  Alaska.  A  statewide  scope  is  used  for  marine  mammals  and  a  US-wide  scope  is  used  for 
endangered  and  threatened  species  


Water  Resources.  Allernalives  B  -  E.   Under  Multiple  Sales,  the  statement  is  made  that  shared 
infrastructure  will  reduce  impacts.  This  subsection  also  should  address  the  impacts  described  for 
the  first  sale  as  they  would  apply  to  multiple  sales,  as  well  as  impacts  that  would  occur  if 
infrastructure  was  not  shared. 


Birds,  Alternative  D,  First  Sale.  Tliis  summary  states  effects  are  not  expected  to  be  significantly 
greater  than  Alternative  B,  However,  Alternative  D  allows  leasing  in  areas  used  by  waterfowl  to 
the  west  and  south  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  that  are  not  available  in  Alternative  B,  Exploration  and 
development  in  this  additional  area  could  produce  additional  impacts  to  birds 


Birds,  Alternative  D  and  E,  Multiple  Sales   The  summary  for  Alternative  D  states  eflects  from 
oil  and  gas  development  could  substantially  change  the  planning  area  bird  distribution  and/or 
population  levels.   Alternative  E,  which  allows  lea.sing  in  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  -  one 
of  the  most  heavily  used  areas  for  waterfowl  in  the  planning  area,  states  there  would  be  no 
significant  effect  to  planning  area  populations.  Alternative  E,  by  its  nature  of  allowing 
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development  throughout  the  planning  area,  would  be  expected  to  have  much  greater  effects  than 
the  other  alternatives,  including  /Mlernative  D.  Displacement  of  "planning  area  populations" 
could  be  signilicanl,  if  seasonal  aggregations  are  considered  as  such.  More  appropriately,  the 
effects  on  birds  should  be  described  without  regard  to  the  planning  area  boundary.  Given  the 
significant  aggregation  of  several  goose  populations,  losses  of  birds  from  oil  spills  and  other 
effects,  under  multiple  sales,  may  be  delectable  and  may  occur  at  levels  that  far  exceed  natural 
fluctuations. 
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Birds,  Alternative  E.  First  Kale.   With  the  availabdity  of  the  high  use  Goose  Molting  Habitat 
LUEA  for  leasing,  one  would  expect  greater  effects  of  oil  spills  to  birds  than  that  predicted  for 
Alternative  B  where  Ibis  area  is  not  available  for  leasing.  The  summary  does  not  list  the  major 
potential  effects  to  birds  discussed  in  the  text  and  does  not  describe  "substantially  greater  effects" 
that  are  predicted  to  occur    These  effects  could  include  mass  displacement  of  molting  geese 
(significant  portions  of  rangewide  and  regional  populations)  to  marginal  habitats  with  high 
predation  rates    Measurable  population-level  mortality  could  occur.  Oil  spill  effects  would  be 
much  greater  than  under  Alternative  B-up  to  60,000  flightless  geese  in  large  shallow  lake  basins 
would  be  vulnerable  lo  major  spills  or  blowouts,  and  hydrologic  connections  between  groups  of 
basins  heightens  the  potential  scope  of  spill  impacts. 


Birds,  Cumulative  Case.   This  summary  is  restricted  to  the  NE  NPR-A  planning  area  and  does 
not  address  oil  spills,  physical  loss  of  habitat,  or  potential  abandonment  of  moiling  areas.  This 
section  also  understates  potential  effects  on  birds  fi-om  the  more  open  leasing  alternatives  D  and 
E.  Disturbance  could  be  frof|iicnt  and  from  many  sources,  rather  than  "limited  primarily  to 
occasional  disturbance  from  aircraft  activities."  A  variety  of  impacts  could  be  lethal,  long-lasting, 
and  or  broad  in  extent,  rather  than  "temporary,  nonlethal  effects." 


Terrestrial Mcmmiah,  Cumulative  C'u.vt.   This  discussion  is  identical  to  that  presented  in 
Alternative  E,  Multiple  Sales.   11  should  examine  the  cumulative  effects  of  oil  development  to 
caribou  on  the  entire  North  Slope. 


Marine  Mammals,  Alternative  D.   Adverse  effects  from  onshore  spills  reaching  marine  waters 
should  be  included  in  the  effects  expected  to  occur  in  this  alternative. 


Endangered  and  Tlirealened  Species,  Alleriialive  D.  As  Alternative  D  opens  to  development 
areas  within  the  Spectacled  Eider  Nesting  Concentrations  LUEA  that  were  closed  under 
Alternatives  B  and  C,  potential  effects  would  be  expected  to  be  greater.  Under  Alternative  D, 
more  coastline  would  be  available  lo  leasing,  thereby  increasing  the  risks  of  oil  spills  reaching 
marine  waters  and  potentially  impacting  bowhead  whales.  While  the  effects  of  multiple  sales  to 
the  resources  would  be  the  same  as  for  a  single  sale,  the  magnitude  of  these  effects  should  be 
substantially  greater. 


131 


132 


133 


134 


135 


Endangered  and  i'hreateneU Species,  Alternative  E.  Potential  effects  to  bowheads  would  be 
expected  to  be  even  greater  in  Alternative  E  because  of  the  even  greater  amount  of  shoreline  that 
is  available  lo  leasing.  As  all  of  the  Spectacled  Eider  Nesting  Concentration  LUEA  would  be 
open  to  leasing  under  this  alternative,  impacts  would  be  expected  to  be  considerably  greater  than 
Alternative  B  where  no  leasing  would  occur  in  the  nesting  areas.  While  the  specific  effects  of 
multiple  sales  to  the  resources  would  be  the  same  as  for  a  single  sale,  the  magnitude  of  these 
effects  should  be  substantially  greater. 
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Endangered  and  llireatened  Species,  Cumulative  Case.   The  description  of  the  Cumulative  Case 
is  deficient  and  nonspecific:  impacts  to  breeding  spectacled  eiders  could  be  much  more  significant 
than  "limited  primarily  to  occasional  disturbance  from  aircraft  activities,  resulting  in  temporary, 
nonlethal  effects."  The  effects  could  be  lethal  and  they  may  be  lasting  for  the  small  and  scattered 
North  Slope  population.  Physical  loss  of  habitat  from  gravel  placement  or  gravel  extraction  also 
would  be  a  cumulative  effect  of  oil  development  to  eiders. 


Subsistence,  .Alternative  E  and  Cumulative  Ca.se.  If  oil  development  under  this  scenario  is 
sufficient  to  displace  caribou  and  make  them  more  difficult  to  pursue  for  at  least  one  harvest 
season  by  Nuiqsui  hunters,  it  seems  logical  to  expect  this  condition  to  occur  for  the  Ufe  of  the 
field  rather  than  for  just  one  year.   In  the  cumulative  case,  such  resource  reductions  and 
unavailability  would  be  expected  lo  be  even  more  severe. 


Section  in.  niolouical  Resources.  Miizratorv  Fish.  Page  IIl-B-8.  paragraph  2.  The  Arctic  char 
included  in  the  list  of  migratory  fish  should  be  called  Dolly  Varden  (Salvelinus  malma).  Arctic 
char  {Salvelinus  alpinus)  on  the  Nonh  Slope  are  generally  freshwater  lake-dwelling  fish. 


Section  IIL  Biolouical  Resources.  Birds.  Habitat  Types.  Page  III-B-1 1.  There  is  an  important 
distinction  between  habitat  types  and  landcover  classifications.  Bergman  ct  al.  (1977)  and 
Derksen  ct  al.  (1981)  designated  waterbird  habitat  types  by  associating  bird  use  with  cover  types. 
Markon  and  Derksen  (1994)  and  Pacific  Meridian  (1996)  provided  only  classification  of  remotely 
sensed  land  cover. 


Section  III.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Other  Geese.  Page  III-B-27.  It  should  be  noted  that 
molting  Canada  geese  originate  from  interior  Alaska  breeding  areas,  and  perhaps  from  nesting 
areas  near  Fish  Creek  or  Prudhoe  Bay.  


Section  III.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Ducks.  Page  III-B-27.  The  reference  to  an  upward  king 
eider  population  trend  is  inappropriate;  there  is  no  1997  report  by  Lamed  and  Balogh 
(bibliography  cites  only  for  1993  and  1994  )  and  the  period  1992-96  is  not  sufficiently  long 
enough  to  establish  a  trend.  
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Section  111.  Binlouical  Resources.  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  Spectacled  Eiders.  Page 
IlI-B-47-  This  section  is  diilicult  to  understand  because  the  current  older  survey  reports  are  not 
described  in  an  orderly  way.  In  paragraph  1,  the  statement  that  "no  data  are  available  for 
examining  overall  trends  on  the  North  Slope"  is  incorrect.   Surveys  specifically  for  eiders  have 
been  conducted  since  1 992,  but  this  short  series  and  high  variance  in  annual  estimates  preclude 
statistical  demoasiration  of  a  trend  (integrate  with  better  information  in  paragraph  3).  In 
paragraph  2,  the  speculation  (attributed  to  TERA  1995)  that  there  are  20-30,000  spectacled 
eiders  on  the  Nonh  Slope  is  not  supported  by  any  recent  surveys  (Lamed  et  a!.);  this  should  be 
deleted.  Aerial  surveys  (unspecified)  do  not  indicate  distribution  of  nesting  (paragraph  3).  This 
section  should  acknowledge  BL.M's  reliance  on  transect  point  data  to  indicate  the  distribution  and 
abundance  of  spectacled  eiders    The  utility  of  these  data  to  leasing  and  site  planning  decisions  is 
marginal  because  tliey  letlect  single,  seasonal  "snapshots"  of  cider  occurrence.  They  do  not 
accurately  reflect  associations  with  important  habitats,  and  they  provide  no  evidence  of  breeding 
or  other  life  histoid  functions    The  DEIS  should  recognize  that  a  substantial  amount  of  summer 
field  worl<  will  be  necessary  to  document  the  breeding  distribution  and  habitat  requirements  of  this 
threatened  population  before  development  plans  can  adequately  be  assessed  for  impacts. 


Section  III.  Biological  Resources.  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  Stelier's  Eider,  Page  III- 
B-49    Only  the  US  breeding  population  of  Stelier's  eiders  was  listed  as  threatened,  in  contrast  to 
the  1993  listing  of  the  world  population  of  spectacled  eiders  (currently  USFWS  is  considering 
delisting  the  Aixtic  Russia  component  of  spectacled  eiders). 


Section  Iff.  Biological  Resources.  Birds  and  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species.  The  following 
text  citations  to  literature  are  not  in  the  Bibliography:  Derksen  et  al.  1992;  Jens(e)on  1990, 
Lamed  1997;  King  1997a;  Wilk  1987  (source  only  for  Alaska  Peninsula  tundra  swans).  R.  King 
(1997)  citations  should  be  listed  as  "R.  King,  Unpubl.  Data"  or  "USFWS  Unpubl.  Data",  rather 
than  "pcrs.  coiinn.."  which  implies  a  personal  opinion  or  judgment. 


Section  111.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Figure  111. B. 4-7.  Mean  Number  of  Young  Counted  on 
Lakes  Occupied  bv  Molting  and  Brood-rearing  Geese  in  Goose  Molting  Habitat.  Page  IIl-B-21. 
It  is  unclear  in  ihe  legend  if  the  mean  number  of  young  counted  on  lakes  occupied  by  molting  and 
brood-rearing  gccsc  is  young/'mile  or  kilometer,  young/pair,  or  young  /lake.  Tliis  figure  also  is 
inaccurately  cited  on  lII-B-23  as  showing  patterns  of  brood  distribution  for  brant  and  white- 
fronted  geese.  


Section  III,  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Page  Ill-B-23.  paragraph  2.  Figure  1-5  does  not  depict 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  or  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  as  indicated  in  the  text. 


Section  HI.  Biological  Resources.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Caribou.  Winter  Range  Use  and 
Distribution.  Page  lll-B-42    The  citatiim  -  Davis,  Valkenburg  and  Boeryc  (1982)  should  be 
corrected  to  stale  Davis,  Valkenburg  and  Boertje  (1982). 
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Section  III.  Biological  Resources.  Marine  Mammals.  Spotted  Seal.  Page  III-B^S.  Peard  Bay  is 
located  on  the  Chukchi  Sea  coastline  and  therefore  should  not  be  considered  in  the  discussion  of 
Beaufort  Sea  haulout  and  concenlralioii  areas.  The  DEIS  states  about  1,000  spotted  seals  use  the 
Beaufort  Sea  coast.  Spotted  seals  are  known  to  use  portions  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  east  to  the 
Colville  Rivei"  Delta,  however,  the  number  of  seals  that  use  this  area  is  not  known. 


Section  111.  Social  Systems.  Subsistence.  Page  Ill-C-7.  The  discussion  in  the  second  column 
regarding  the  stale  subsistence  law  is  not  entirely  correct.  The  /Uaska  Supreme  Court  ruled  in 
December  1989  that  the  rural  provisions  of  the  state  subsistence  law  violated  the  Alaska 
Constitution.  1  his  decision  prohibited  the  state  from  using  rural  residency  as  a  basis  for 
subsistence  eligibility  but  did  not  affect  the  remaining  provisions  of  the  1986  subsistence  statute. 
The  final  paragraph  on  this  page  lists  eight  categories  of  concerns  regarding  oil  development 
identified  by  North  Slope  residents  during  the  NPR-A  scoping  process.  The  DEIS  addresses 
some  of  these  concerns  but  does  not  systematically  respond  to  this  important  local  input.  The 
DEIS  would  be  strengthened  considerably  by  linking  the  proposed  stipulations  and  mitigation 
measures  to  each  of  these  specific  ctmcerns. 


Section  in.  Social  Systems.  Cultural  Values.  Pages  HI-C-39.  40.  At  the  bottom  of  page  UI-C-39. 
reference  is  made  to  the  public  testimony  emphasizing  the  "need  to  collect  and  use  traditional 
Native  knowledge  in  the  EIS  assessment  process  and  in  the  final  decision  process."  Although 
excerpts  of  testimony  from  North  Slope  residents  at  public  hearings  are  presented  in  the 
DEIS — some  of  which  constitutes  traditional  knowledge — we  cannot  determine  that  traditional 
knowledge  has  been  systematically  collected,  evaluated  and  applied  to  the  conclusions  made  in  the 
DEIS.  Similarly,  ilie  concern  expresseti  at  NPR-A  scoping  meetings  about  the  need  for 
cumulative  effects  to  be  addressed  has  not  clearly  been  identified  as  a  goal  in  the  proposed 
stipulations  affecting  subsistence  on  pages  lV-G-19  to  lV-G-20 
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Section  IV.  Basic  Assumptions.  Alternatives  D  and  E.  Page  rV-A-28.  In  the  description  of 
Alternative  D,  the  statement  is  made  that  Alternative  D  focuses  on  maximum  protection  of  certain 
wildlife  resources  (waterfowl  and  caribou).  This  assessment  is  not  entirely  accurate  as,  for 
example,  habitat  south  and  southwest  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  important  to  tundra  swan,  loons,  and 
greater  whitc-fromcd  geese  is  available  for  leasing  and  thus  not  afforded  the  same  degree  of 
protection  as  those  areas  north  and  northeast  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  The  descripfion  should  be 
revised  to  more  accurately  describe  the  true  degree  of  protection  to  biological  resources  and  their 
habitat  under  this  alternative.  


The  description  of  Alternative  E  should  note  that  impacts  to  biological  resources  and  their  habitat 
are  expected  to  be  significantly  greater  under  the  fijll  leasing  scenario  than  those  described  for  the 
other  alternatives 
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Section  IV.  Efl'ects.  Altenialive  A.  Birds.  Effects  from  Ground-based  Activities,  pages  [V-B-6.  7. 
Several  references  cited  in  this  section  are  not  present  in  the  bibliography    Furthermore,  others 
that  are  u&eii  may  not  he  the  bcsr  choice  for  discussing  impacts  to  birds.  The  discussion  of 
impacts  to  gyrfalcons,  ptarmigan,  and  snov.'y  owls  during  winter  uses  a  reference  that  discusses 
summer  iinpacLs  to  primarily  waterfowl  (Murphy  and  Anderson  1993).  Careful  selection  of 
appropriate  references  needs  to  be  made  for  this  and  other  discussions  in  the  DEIS. 

The  discussion  regarding  the  effects  of  increased  access  to  refuse  and  its  effects  on  predator 
populations  needs  to  be  made  consistent  with  that  discussed  on  page  III-B-43,  and  that  for  the 
other  alternatives  


Section  JV.  Effects.  AJtcrnativc  A.  VlarJne  Mammals.  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations,  page  IV-B- 
12.  The  stipulation  on  aircrail  to  maintain  a  1,000  fl  AGL  altitude  would  be  efleclive  at 
minimizing  disturbance  to  fseals  hauled  out  on  ice.  A  much  higher  altitude,  about  3,000  ft,  would 
be  required  to  minimize  disturbance  to  spotted  seals  hauled  out  on  land. 

Section  IV.  Effecls.^  Alternative  B.  Water  Quality.  Development.  Page  IV-C-8,  paragraph  3. 
Blockage  of  sheet  tTow,  the  broad  scale  movement  of  water  through  undefined  channels  and 
tundra  wetlands,  besides  leading  to  ponding  on  the  upslope  side  of  roads  or  pads,  may  lead  to 
drying  of  tundra  on  the  downslope  side  of  the  structures.  Depending  on  the  orientation  of  roads, 
snow  drifts  may  not  occur  equally  on  both  sides  of  roads,  potentially  exacerbating  drying 
conditions.  Adequate  numbers  of  culverts  often  arc  not  placed  in  road  fills  to  ensure  adequate 
cross-drainage  arul  the  culverts  thai  are  placed  in  the  fill  often  are  not  set  to  the  correct  depth. 
Maintenance  of  culvert.q  also  has  a  long  history  of  problems  in  the  North  Slope  oilfields. 


Section  TV.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Birds.  Pages  lV-C-19  to  24.  There  is  no  meaningflil  analysis 
of  effects  on  specific  bird  resources  and  sites  for  the  southern  areas  proposed  for  leasing;  the 
discussion  is  made,  up  of  generic  considerations.  This  concern  also  applies  to  Alternative  C. 


Section  IV.  Effects,  Altemative  B.  Birds.  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations.  Page  IV-C-24.  In  this 
subsection  of  the  DEIS,  a  long  list  of  stipulations  are  presented  that  are  expected  to  minimize 
impacts  to  birds  I  lowevcr.  most  of  these  stipulations  are  moot,  as  leasing  is  prohibited  in  the 
LUEAs  and  the  need  for  protective  stipulations  in  these  areas  is  unnecessary  These  lists  of 
stipulations  should  be  irirnincd  to  only  those  that  would  be  applicable  to  the  particular  leasing 
scenario.  This  comment  is  also  applicable  to  similar  subsections  for  other  species  groups  and 
alternatives. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  .Mternative  B.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Disturbance  by  Species. 
Caribou,  page  lV-C-26.  Is  there  a  reference  for  the  statement  that  caribou  that  winter  near 
Prudhoe  Bay  and  Camp  Lonely  have  become  accustomed  to  human  activities  whereas  caribou 
that  winter  elsewhere  are  less  tolerant? 
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Section  IV.  Efl'ects.  Alternative  B.  ferrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Disturbance  by  Species. 
Caribou,  paae  lV-C-26.  27    Caribou  avoidance  of  riparian  habitats  (the  Carruthers  et  al.  1984 
argument  that  caribou  avoid  the  TAPS  corridor  for  predator  avoidance  rather  than  disturbance 
from  road  traffic)  is  not  apparent  on  the  many  other  rivers  of  the  North  Slope.  Avoidance  of 
roads  occurs  in  the  oilfields  in  non-ripaiian  areas. 

Studies  of  caribou  distribution  and  movements  along  the  Milne  Point  Road,  a  road  with  light 
traffic,  showed  avoidance  of  diis  area  by  caribou. 

The  statement  is  made  in  the  DEIS  that  roads  will  not  be  built  along  the  pipeline  to  TAPS,  thus 
limiting  disturbance  to  caribou.  Unless  this  condition  is  stipulated  by  the  BLM,  a  road  could  be 
buih  along  the  line  with  increased  effects  to  caribou.  The  DEIS  should  consider  the  potential 
increased  effects  to  caribou  of  a  road  along  the  line,  unless  stipulations  are  included  prohibiting  an 
adjacent  road. 

Section  IV.  Effects.  .A.lternative  B.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Disturbance  by  Species. 
Moose,  page  lV-C-27.  The  DEIS  should  note  areas  of  pipeline  may  have  to  be  elevated 
considerably  beyond  the  five  foot  minimum  to  ensure  adequate  clearance  for  unobstructed 
movements  by  moose,  particularly  during  winter. 
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Section  fV,  Effects.  .AJternative  It.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Di.sturbance  by  Species, 
Grizzly  Bears,  page  lV-C-27.  This  paragraph  should  be  reorganized  as  it  is  a  scattered  mix  of 
points  addressing  both  grizzly  bears  and  polar  bears. 


Section  IV,  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Disturbance  by  Species, 
Muskgxenj_page_IV-C_-2X_  McCarthy  and  Seavoy  (1994),  which  discussed  bears,  is  probably  the 
wrong  citation  for  the  reference  discussing  responses  of  muskoxen  to  seismic  operations. 


Section  IV.  Effecis.  Alternative  B.  Terrestrial  Mammals,  Effects  of  Spills  on  Caribou,  Moose,  and 
Muskoxen.  page  1V-C-29    The  DETS  stales  oiled  mammal  hair  would  be  shed  during  summer 
before  winter  fur  is  grown.  Depending  on  the  timing  of  the  spill  event  (e.g.,  if  it  occurs  in  the 
fall),  oiled  fur  would  not  be  shed  until  the  following  summer. 


Section  IV.  Efl'ects.  Alternative  B.  Marine  Mammals.  Effects  of  Noise  and  Disturbance,  page  IV- 
C-32.  Aircraft  disturbance  to  hauled  out  seals  from  aircraft  at  normal  operating  altitudes  probably 
would  not  result  in  injury  or  death  to  ringed  or  bearded  seal  pups. 


Section  IV,  Effects.  Alternative  C,  Fish.  Page  IV-D-6.  The  effects  of  increased  rates  of  harvest  of 
fish  by  workers  (oil  industiy  or  non-oil  industry  workers)  should  be  discussed  in  this  and  the  other 
alternatives  where  the  deep-water  lakes  are  available  for  leasing.  Fish  in  isolated  lakes,  lake  trout 
in  particular,  are  particularly  susceptible  to  overharvcst  that  could  occur  if  camps  or  facilities  are 
placed  within  walking  distance  of  the  lakes. 
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Section  IV.  Eflccis.  Alle.TMlive  D.  Tnble  IV-H-l.  PapeIV-E-1.  This  table  lists  the  LUEA  status 
Cor  oil  aad  gas  leasing  under  Alternative  D.  Id  the  table,  the  Fish  Habitat  LUEA  is  listed  an 
available  for  lejTiiji*:.   !n  Table  II-D.  1 ,  page  11-36,  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  allowed  in  the  Fish  Habitat 
LUliA  only  in  ilial  portion  outside  of  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUBA. 


Section  IV.  Eft'eci!;.  Aliei  native  D.  Birds.  Pages  IV-E-8.  9  and  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species.  Paues  1V-_E-J.2  to  14.  There  is  no  meaningftjl  analysis  of  effects  on  specific  bird 
resources,  habitats,  and  .sites  for  the  additional  areas  proposed  for  leasing.  The  DEIS  provides  no 
quantitative  comparison  of  fMternative  D  to  other  alternatives,  even  in  relative  terms,  for 
vulnerable  bird  resources  (e  g  ,  X^'ii  more  loons  than  under  Alternative  B)  or  potential  impacts 
from  the  larger  development  .scenario  (up  to  12  pads,  several  development  fields,  and  2  staging 
bases).   Under  thi.s  alleriiativc.  substatitially  more  bird  resources  would  be  vulnerable  to 
development  imiiacts,  including  moderate  to  high  densities  of  loons,  swans,  breeding  geese, 
ducks,  and  shorcbirds  in  the  Kogru  River  region  and  west  and  southwest  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  (see 
Figures  lU.B.  4- 1  to  4- 1 9).   However,  the  largely  generic  discussion  leads  to  a  conclusion  that 
effects  are  "not  e,\pectcd  to  be  significantly  greater  than  discussed  for  Alternative  B."  This  faulty 
rationale  is  paniciilnrly  obvious  in  discussion  of  effects  on  spectacled  eiders  (page  IV-E-13), 
where  the  same  conclusion  is  stated,  regardless  that  about  30%  of  the  Spectacled  Eider  LUEA 
would  be  open  for  lease,  including  some  "relatively  high-density"  areas. 

Given  industry  interest  in  areas  i\carcr  to  the  coast,  and  documented  wetland/multi-species  bird 
values  near  Kogi  u  and  west  Teshekpuk  Lake,  this  conclusion  that  effects  are  not  expected  to  be 
significantly  greater  is  utifounded.  The  potential  impacts  on  birds  would  be  significantly  greater 
under  Alternative  D  than  under  Alternative  B.  Alternatives  D  and  E  are  the  only  ones  that 
significantly  impinge  ou  (he  coastal  band  of  high-value  waterbird  habitats,  where  leasing  interest 
and  prospective  developtnenv  density  are  greatest.  In  this  section.  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations 
again  mentions  irrelevant  seasonal  restrictions  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  (21)  and  does  not 
address  bird  protection  stipulations  that  would  apply  to  operations. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  Alternative  D.  Subsistence.  Effects  on  Communities,  page  IV-E-20.  There  is 
no  direct  discussion  of  eftects  of  multiple  sales  to  subsistence  activities  under  this  alternative;  only 
potential  effects  to  the  resources  themselves  are  described. 


Section  IV.  Eflecls.  Alternative  D.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Caribou.  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations. 
pagelV-E-il    Mitigation  and  effectiveness  thereof  will  also  depend  on  restricting  use  of  new 
roads,  airports,  etc  for  access.  Otherwise  alternative  mitigation  measures  will  be  necessary  to 
avoid  impacts  olincicased  acces.i  (e.g..  more  restrictive  hunting/fishing  regulations). 


Section  IV.  Efl'ects.  Alternative  E.  Birds,  pages  lV-F-9.10  and  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species,  paues  IV-P-l^  to  17.  The  section  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and  Development  Activities 
states  there  are  no  consti'tictioii  activities  that  arc  expected  to  occur  in  marine  waters  so  no  elTects 
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on  birds  in  marine  water s  are  anticipated.   Information  elsewhere  in  this  document  indicates  the 
potential  need  for  docks/causeways  and  seawater  treatment  facilities  for  waterflood  operations. 
Construction,  maintenance,  or  relrofillinu  of  either  of  these  facilities  has  the  potential  to  adversely 
affect  birds  using  nearshore  marine  waters. 

Nearly  all  comments  on  Alternative  D  (above)  apply  also  to  the  discussion  of  Alternative  E, 
particularly  the  ;ibsencc  ofa  tpiantitative  comparison  of  affected  resources  and  impacts,  and  faulty 
conclusions    This  section  (page  IV-F-9  to  10)  is  characterized  by  numerous  contradictions 
between  statetr.erus  that  rrckitowledgc  potentially  larger  and  more  significant  impacts  than  other 
alternatives  and  conclusory  statements  that  suggest  these  are  mostly  inconsequential.  The 
discussion  largely  disregards  information  discussed  at  the  CaribouAVaterfowl  Impacts  Assessment 
Workshop  (Appendix  E)  and  presented  in  Section  III  on  the  importance  and  sensitivity  of  molting 
geese.  The  following  arc  the  most  important  conclusions  that  are  flawed  or  very  likely  incorrect: 

1 .  Regarding  disturbance,  it  is  slated  that  "hundreds  to  thousands  of  molting  geese  could  be 
affected  .        effects  from  which  individuals  would  recover  within  hours  to  1  day."  This 
conclusion  is  imwarranted  because  frequency  of  disturbance  is  not  considered;  individual 
molting  geese  that  are  repeatedly  disturbed  from  feeding  or  resting  can  fail  to  regain 
sufficient  body  reser^-'es  for  migration  and  are  subject  to  higher  mortality. 

2.  The  extent  ofinlerlake  lands  is  not  quantified,  but  is  described  as  a  "large  proportion"  of  the 
Goose  Molting  LUEA,  a  statement  not  born  out  by  reviewing  Figures  in  Section  III.   The 
assumption  that  facilities  can  be  sited  on  these  areas,  sufficiently  far  from  goose  molting 
lakes,  disregards  the  extensive  visibility  of  these  elevated  areas  from  large  lake  basins  (also 
disregards  that  interiake  areas  ar'e  important  caribou  corridors). 

3.  Comparisons  with  bird  behavior  observations  at  Prudhoe  Bay  are  likely  not  valid.  Geese  at 
Prudhoe  Bay  have  been  born  and  raised  in  an  industrial  environment  and  may  be  acclimated. 
Flightless  geese  that  molt  in  an  isolated  region  cannot  be  expected  to  react  as  calmly. 

4.  Displacement  of  moiling  geese  is  characterized  as  temporary,  but  the  section  acknowledges 
potential  effects  on  long-term  use  by  brant  and  that  impacts  are  largely  unknown.  The 
statement  that  more  study  warranted  does  not  provide  assurance  in  the  leasing  decision 
process. 

Conclusions;  The  conclusions  reached  about  the  effects  of  Alternative  E  are  unfounded  and 
incongiTjous  with  the  vulnerability  of  resources,  particularly  molting  geese,  under  the  full  leasing 
alternative.   There  is  no  reason  to  cx|>cct  that  effects  will  be  the  same  as  Alternative  B,  with  the 
larger  lease  area  of  Alternative  E.  Greater  oil  spill  effects  are  acknowledged,  in  contrast  to  an 
erroneous  concUision  that  they,  too,  would  be  about  the  same  as  Alternative  B.  Contrary  to  the 
text,  potential  spill  elTecis  on  geese  arc  not  sulTiciently  discussed  in  Section  IV. L  -  Effects  ofa 
Low  Probability.  High  Hllecis  Oil-Spill  Event.  The  statement  is  made  that  no  significant  effects 
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arc  expected  on  the  "planning  circa  population,"  Population  effects  within  the  planning  area  are 
the  least  concern  when  [egioniil  and  interstate  effects  could  occur. 


Section  IV.  HH'ocis.  .Allern.iiive  H.  Terrestrial  Mammals,  pages  IV-F-U.  12.  13.  The  discussion 
of  impacts  to  tcncsirial  mammals  in  this  section  focuses  almost  entirely  on  caribou.  The 
discussion  also  needs  to  address  effects  of  exploration  and  development  activities  on  moose, 
grizzly  bears,  and  inuskoxcn.  Habilai  loss,  oil  spills,  and  disturbance  effects  should  be  addressed. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  Cumulative  Case.  Water  Quality,  page  rV-G-3.  The  DEIS  states  the  quality 
of  freshwater  within  the  planning  area  is  not  affected  by  any  of  the  major  projects  considered  in 
the  cumulative  case    This  section  should  consider  the  effects  of  seawater  and  oil  spills,  hazardous 
materials  and  oilier  substances  commonly  used  in  oilfield  development. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  Cumutarive  Ca.'^e.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Increased  Access  from 
Roads  and  other  Facilities,  pa^^e  1V'-Cj-8  Disturbance  to  denning  grizzly  bears  and  changes  in 
food  availability  should  be  considered  In  the  discussion  of  cumulative  effects. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  Cumulative  Case.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  of  Global  Warming.  Page  TV- 
G-8.  Discussions  of  the  effects  of  global  wanning  on  fish  and  wildhfe  habitat  in  this  and  other 
sections  of  the  document  are  not  germane  to  the  assessment  of  oil  and  gas  development  to  the 
resources  of  NI'R-A  and  should  be  dropped  from  the  document. 


Section  ^^^  Effects.  Cuniula  live  Case.  Marine  Mammals.  Effects  of  Other  Activities.  Pages  fV-G- 
11,  12.  It  is  unclear  !o  what  purpose  a  discussion  of  commercial  fishing  in  the  Bering  Sea  on 
marine  mammals  has  on  the  assessment  of  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  to  marine  mammals 
in  the  area  of  NPR-A.  Tf  all  potential  impacts  to  species  within  their  yearly  range  are  to  be 
considered,  discussions  of  impacts,  for  example,  of  hunting  on  migratory  waterfowl  in  Canada, 
the  United  Stales,  and  Mexico  should  be  examined,  if  this  concept  is  to  be  pursued.  This 
discussion  could  be  dropped  Hom  the  document  without  detrimental  effects.  The  section  on 
effects  from  hunting/hai^esting  on  the  Pacific  walrus  population  also  could  be  dropped. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  Cumulative  Case.  Paues  IV-G-1  to  24.  This  is  a  detailed  and  important 
section  of  the  DEIS.  However,  information  concerning  what  is  known  about  the  cumulative 
effects  of  oil  and  gas  activities  on  subsistence  patterns  is  found  in  several  places  in  this  section  and 
is  difficult  to  follow    We  recommend  that  the  Summary  be  expanded  to  include  relevant 
information  from  other  subsections  (e.g.,  Sociocultural  Systems  and  Coastal  Zone  Management). 


Section  1 V^  Effects.  Curnuladve  Case.  Subsistence-Harvest  Patterns.  Pages  IV-G-t6  to  20,  An 
assessment  of  the  cumuhttivt-  effects  of  Noilh  Slope  oil  and  gas  leasing  activities  on  subsistence 
harvest  patterns  is  long  overdue.  On  page  lV-G-19,  the  second  paragraph  in  the  second  column 
points  out  thai  monitoring  to  assess  many  of  the  actual  and  potential  impacts  on  subsistence  has 
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not  been  done  in  the  past  and  is  nut  occurring  now.  However,  the  next  paragraph  asserts  that 
several  of  the  stipulations  proposed  in  thi.s  DEIS  would  "substantially  protect  subsistence 
resources  and  practices."'  Unlil  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  have  been  systematically 
evaluated,  their  ell'ectiveness  is  unknown    We  recommend  that  state,  federal  agencies,  and  the 
North  Slope  Borough  commit  to  conducting  this  evaluation.  Tliis  will  provide  essential 
background  information  to  guide  the  work  of  the  proposed  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 
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Section  IV,  Effects.  Unavoidable  Adverse  Effects,  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species,  Page  IV- 
H-2-  This  section  states  marine  vessel  traffic  and  disturbance  to  bowhead  whales  is  unavoidable. 
It  would  appear  thai  timing  restrictions  on  the  limited  marine  vessel  activity  that  would  probably 
occur  in  development  oftho  iiiar-jiiiig  area  could  be  used  to  avoid  or  minimize  impacts  to 
bowheads    This  concern  also  should  be  addressed  in  Alternatives  D,  E,  and  the  Cumulative  Case 


Section  IV.  Effeci.s.  Irreversih'.eand  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources.  Birds,  page  IV-J-1. 
Habitat  alteration  or  di.'^Uiibance  that  causes  long  term  abandonmeiil  of  molting  lakes  by  geese 
should  be  included  as  a  potential  impact. 


Section  IV.  Effects.  Effects  of  Natural  Gas  Development  and  Production,  PaaeIV-K-1.  The 
discussion  of  nalural  gas  development  assumes  the  gas  line  will  parallel  the  oil  line  and  use  some 
of  the  oil  facilities.  The  discussion  needs  to  address  the  addition  of  pipelines,  pads,  and  roads  for 
this  development  to  the  existing  facilities,  and  the  increasing  effect  of  the  maze  of  facilities  to  fish 
and  wildlife  populations.   Other  impacts  that  need  to  be  addressed  include  the  potential  need  for 

additional  buried  or  elevated  river  cros.sings  for  pipelines,  and  increased  levels  of  noise  from  

compressor  stations  and  oilier  gas-handling  facilities.  The  discussion  on  the  effects  of  gas 
development  on  birds  states  effects  are  expected  to  be  temporary,  nonlethal,  and  local,  affecting  a 
few  individuals.  It  should  be  noted  that  ''temporary"  would  likely  mean  the  life  of  the  gas  field, 
and  that  some  effects,  such  as  habitat  alteration,  would  be  permanent  if  final  rehabilitation  does 
not  include  removal  of  gravel  pacts  and  roads. 


Page  A-2.  Appendix  A.  Invenlorv  and  Monitoring:  #7:  Subsistence.  As  a  general  statement,  we 
note  that  the  ins'cntoiying  ant:  monitoring  tasks  recommended  in  Appendix  A  focus  principally  on 
the  resources    We  support  this  proposed  work  but  recommend  expanding  the  scope  of 
monitoring  program  assigned  to  ihe  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel,  as  described  in  the  final  sentence 
of  the  second  paragraph,  to  developing  "a  program  to  monitor  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  subsistence  uses,  users,  and  the  resources  used  for  subsistence  purposes."  We 
support  the  commitment  by  the  BLM  to  working  with  the  proposed  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 
and  the  North  Slope  Borough  to  developing  this  program,  and  request  that  the  Division  of 
Subsistence  alsfi  he  consulted 


Bibliography.  The  list  of  references  needs  to  be  carefiilly  reviewed  to  ensure  all  documents 
referenced  in  the  text  are  included  here.  1  he  current  hst  also  needs  editing  to  ensure  consistency 
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in  format  among  ilie  citations    There  are  several  instances  where  the  authors  of  the  reference  are 
listed  merely  as  a  series  of  initials.  Duplicated  references  also  need  to  be  removed. 


References  used  in  preparation  of  these  comments: 

Post,  R.A.    1090.   F.iTccts  of  petroleum  development  operations  in  Alaskan  wetlands:  A  critique, 
Tccimical  Report  No,  90-3.   Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Division  of  Habitat,  Juneau. 
112  pp. 


1660-001 

The  BLM  believes  that  it  has  a  responsibility  to  balance  protection  of  surface  resources  against  the 
country's  need  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development.  The  law  does  not  require  that  in  protecting 
surface  resources,  the  BLM  must  prohibit  oil  and  gas  development.  However,  the  law  also  does  not 
require  that  all  lands  within  NPR-A  be  subject  to  a  lease  sale.  The  42  U.S.C.  §  6.')08  calls  for  an 
expeditious  program  of  competitive  leasing  but  requires  "such  conditions,  restrictions,  and  prohibitions" 
183  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  to  protect  surface  resources.  During  the  early  1980s  leasing  program, 

BLM  determined  to  specifically  exclude  some  lands  from  leasing. 

1660-002  through  1660-012 

The  BLM  thoroughly  examined  the  State's  Preferred  Alternative  and  incorporated  many  eleinents  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  of  this  final  lAP/EIS.  The  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  protects  the  goose-molting 
and  caribou-habitat  areas  (Teshekpuk  Lake,  Fish  Creek,  and  the  Pik  Dunes),  with  no  permanent  surface 
occupancy  or  no  leasing  (Sec.  11. C.  I ).  The  BLM's  adopted  approaches  are  similar  to  State 
recommendations  on  consulation  (Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  51),  a  research  and  monitoring  team 
(Sec.  II.F.7),  Colville  River  corridor  management  (Sec.  II. C.  1 ),  and  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  (Sec. 
II.F.6).  In  addition,  BLM  adopted  many  State  suggestions  for  changes  in  or  additions  to  the  list  of 
stipulations.  However,  BLM  did  not  give  the  State's  preferred  alternative  detailed  consideration  in  this 
final  LAP/EIS,  because  the  State's  alternative  is  a  variation  on  and  combines  slightly  different  elements; 
elements  already  within  the  range  of  existing  alternatives  displayed  in  the  lAP/EIS.  The  BLM  did  not 
adopt  the  State's  proposal  to  delay  leasing  in  the  northernmost  portion  of  the  planning  area  until  certain 
conditions  are  met.  The  BLM  believes  that  after  these  condition  are  met,  another  EIS  would  be 
necessary  to  conduct  leasing  in  the  area.  Consequently,  BLM  believes  that  delaying  leasing  as  the  State 
proposed  would,  in  practice,  amount  to  not  leasing  the  lands  at  this  time. 


1660-013 

Consulting  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies  and  affected 
villages  in  or  near  the  planning  area  will  play  an  integral  role  in  the  oil  and  gas  plan  and  permit  review 
process  developed  by  BLM.  The  NSB  and  local  communities  will  be  directly  involved  in  reviewing 
exploration  and  development  plans.  Through  the  consultation  process  outlined  in  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulation  61,  that  involvement  includes  exception  requests.  The  BLM  intends  to  coordinate  and 
consult  with  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regulatory  and  resource  agencies  during  exploration  and 
development  plan  and  permitting  reviews  as  well.  The  agency  anticipates  that  almost  all  major 
exceptions  will  be  raised  at  this  time.  However,  in  the  event  that  exceptions  are  raised  outside  of  the 
plan  review  process,  BLM  will  make  every  effort  to  notify  and  consult  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and 
NSB  agencies  in  advance  of  any  final  decision  by  the  AO. 

1660-014 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  the  introductory  paragraphs  preceding  the  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulations  (Sec.  n.C.7). 
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1660-015 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  the  introductory  paragraphs  (Sec.  II. C)  preceding  the  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulations.  Please  see  Response  1660-OLT. 

1660-016 

Please  see  Response  1652-004. 


1660-017 

Please  see  Response  1652-004. 

1660-018 

The  BLM  reviewed  and  revised  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations  to  ensure  consistency  and 
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unambiguous  use  of  words  and  phrases  e.g.,  "facilities,"  "structures,"  and  "occupancy." 

1660-019 

The  BLM  consolidated  stipulations  and  reduced  the  total  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  to  79. 

1660-020 

Recommendations  (  a)  and  (b)  are  integrated  and  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  2. 
Recommendation  (b)  is  addressed  by  requiring  all  lessees  and  permitted  users  to  have  a  written  procedure  in 
place  to  ensure  that  wastes  are  properly  handled  and  disposed  of  to  avoid  attraction  of  wildlife. 

1660-021 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  3. 

1660-022 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  3. 

1660-023 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  7. 

1660-024 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  8. 

1660-025 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  9. 

1660-026 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  14, 

1660-027 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  16  and  24n. 

1660-028 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  1. 

1660-029 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  la. 

1660-030 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  lb  and  d. 

1660-031 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  la. 

1660-032 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  lb. 

1660-033 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  Ic. 

1660-034 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  5e. 


1660-035 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Stipulation  16  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  20. 

1660-036 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  23. 

1660-037 

Please  see  Response  1652-013. 

1660-038 

Please  see  Response  1752-018. 

1660-039 

This  stipulation  prohibits  exploratory  drilling  from  May  1  through  September  30  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Caribou  LUEA.  The  purpose  of  the  stipulation  is  to  reduce  noise  and  other  disturbances  during  the  calving 
and  summer-use  period.  Exploration  activities  coinciding  with  a  production  facility  are  exempted  because 
they  do  not  significantly  add  to  the  noise  level  at  an  existing  production  site.  Exempting  insulated  ice  pads 
from  the  limitation  would  be  contrary  to  the  purpose  of  the  stipulation,  and  compromise  the  level  of 
protection  that  caribou  experts  assert  is  necessary  to  protect  calving  cows  and  their  calves  during  the  May 
through  September  period  in  the  caribou  LUEA.  (Stipulation  21  [Alternatives  A-E]  and  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  25  do  not  dictate  whether  the  exploration  pad  is  made  of  gravel,  ice,  or  a 
combination  of  ice  and  gravel.) 

In  response  to  comment  (b),  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing  and  exploration  in  the  Goose 
Molting  LUEA  (which  is  wholly  within  the  Teshekpuk  l^ke  Caribou  LUEA).  Consequently,  reference  to 
the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  has  been  deleted  from  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  25.  Stipulation  25  will 
apply  to  that  portion  of  the  caribou  LUEA  that  is  outside  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  and  available  for  leasing 
and  exploration.  See  Special  Caribou  Stipulations  area.  Figure  II.C.  1  - 1 . 

1660-040 

Stipulation  22  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  deleted  because  the  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing, 
exploration,  and  construction  of  permanent  facilities  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA,  and  no  critical  goose- 
feeding  habitat  exists  outside  of  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA. 

1660-041 

Proposed  changes  a  through  c  are  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  29. 

1660-042 

The  Preferred  Alternative  developed  by  BLM  prohibits  construction  of  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  and 
exploration  drilling  within  the  leased  portion  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  LUEA  area  (west,  south,  and 
east  of  Teshekpuk  luike).  The  BLM  gave  serious  consideration  to  the  State  of  Alaska's  recommendation  for 
leasing,  including  limitations  on  surface  occupancy.  The  BLM  incorporated  part  of  the  recommendation  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative,  specifically  leasing.  Leasing  will  be  allowed  in  much  of  the  area  recommended  for 
leasing  by  the  State.  However,  greater  restrictions  will  be  imposed  on  permanent  and  winter  surface 
occupancy. 

1660-043 

Stipulation  36  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  amended  in  part  to  respond  to  the  comments.  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  35  now  reads  ". .  .lessees  shall  place  pipeline  on  the  appropriate  side  of  the  road 
(depending  upon  general  caribou  moveinents  in  the  area)."  The  Authorized  Officer,  in  consultation  with 
appropriate  regulatory  and  resource  agencies,  will  be  involved  in  pipeline  placement  issues  during  the  review 
of  the  development  plan.  If  dissatisfied,  the  Authorized  Officer  will  have  an  opportunity  to  amend  the 
proposed  for  pipeline  placement. 
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1660-044 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  37. 

1660-045 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Ahemative  Stipulation  41. 

1660-046 

This  comment  (a)  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  42.  The  BLM  is  confident  that  almost  all 
major  rivers  requiring  bridges  instead  of  culverts  are  listed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39.  However, 
if  the  Authorized  Officer,  m  consultation  with  other  agencies,  determines  that  the  characteristics  of  another 
river  warrant  classification  as  a  "major  river"  for  purposes  of  Stipulation  42,  the  current  language  provides 
flexibility  for  a  site-specific  decision. 

Comments  (b)  and  (c)  are  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  43. 


1660-054 

Stipulation  78  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  deleted  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations,  given  that  the 
Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  the  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA. 

1660-055 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  78  clarifies  the  type  of  structures  and  the  scope  of  waterbodies  intended  to 
be  addressed  by  Stipulation  82  (Alternatives  A-E).  The  State's  comment  was  not  integrated  because  the 
stipulation  provides  the  minimum  water-quality  protection  for  all  waterbodies,  fish  bearing  and  nonfish 
bearing.  The  BLM  believes  that  the  100-foot  structure  limitation  (all  structures  other  than  oil  and  gas 
facilities)  can  be  administered  and  effectively  enforced  without  the  "feasibility"  language  recommended  by 
the  State.  If  circumstances  warrant,  permitted  users  can  seek  a  modification  under  the  exception  provision. 

1660-056 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  32, 


1660-047 

Please  see  Response  1660-018. 

1660-048 

The  BLM  may  consult  with  the  FAA  regarding  air-traffic  restrictions  in  the  planning  area.  However,  BLM 
does  not  believe  that  inclusion  of  an  express  consultation  requirement  with  FAA  is  required  in  Stipulation  54 
(Alternatives  A-E)  .  The  BLM  has  the  authority  to  impose  flight  restrictions  anywhere  within  the  planning 
area  on  any  party  authorized  to  use  BLM-administered  lands.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  53  applies  to 
all  "BLM-pennitted  operations,"  e.g.,  oil  and  gas  projects,  guided  recreational  tours,  etc. 

1660-049 

The  Preferred  Alternative  includes  the  creation  of  the  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team.  The  team 
will  design  and  implement  a  coordinated  research  and  monitoring  program  for  the  planning  area  (Sees.  I1.F.7 
and  ll.C.l).  Subsistence  monitoring  is  addressed  in  Stipulation  61  (Alternatives  A-E)  because  of  its 
importance  to  a  successful  oil  and  gas  leasing  program.  As  amended.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  59 
directs  lessees  to  develop  and  implement  a  plan  to  monitor  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas  activities  on 
subsistence.  Given  that  Authorized  Officer  approval  of  the  plan  is  required,  BLM  will  strongly  encourage 
lessees  to  cooperate  with  the  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory 
Panel  in  the  development  of  a  plan  that  the  team  and  the  Authorized  Officer  can  endorse. 

1660-050 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  60.  Procedures  the  lessee  develops  related  to 
entrance  to  facilities  may  include  reasonable  restrictions  related  to  building  access. 

1660-051 

Stipulations  63  and  64  (Alternatives  A-E)  have  been  deleted  and  substituted  with  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulation  61.  Stipulation  61  (Alternatives  A-E)  describes  the  consultation  and  conflict  resolution  process 
to  be  used  in  addressing  potential  conflicts  between  oil  and  gas  development  and  subsistence  activities.  The 
Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  plays  an  integral  role  at  all  stages  of  the  consultation  and  conflict  resolution 
process. 

1660-052 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  63. 


1660-057 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  38. 

1660-058 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  79. 

1660-059 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48. 

1660-060 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  1 1 . 

1660-061 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  12. 

1660-062 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  13. 

1660-063 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  74. 

1660-064 

The  document  has  been  reviewed  to  ensure  cited  references  are  included  in  the  Bibliography. 

1660-065 

The  wording  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the  State  of  Alaska  permit  certifications. 

1660-066 

Please  see  Response  1660-065. 

1660-067 

Secfion  III.A.l.f(l)(c)  has  been  amended  in  response  to  the  comment.  In  addition,  the  Umiat  and  Lonely 
solid  waste  sites  have  been  added  to  the  list  of  sites  in  Secfion  III. A.  1  .g(2). 


1660-053 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  74. 


1660-068 

Please  see  Response  1 334-009. 
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1660-069 

Miscible  gas  injection  and  other  tertiary  recover)'  techniques  are  not  mentioned  because  they  add  to 
environmental  impacts  for  ongoing  production  operations.  Enhanced  recovery  practices  and  new  methods 
(future  developments)  generally  are  confined  to  existing  infrastructure  (pads,  pipehne  corridors, 
development  wells).  Secondary  recovery  techniques,  such  as  gas  injection  and  waterflooding,  require 
dedicated  new  wells,  perhaps  a  new  pipeline  route  from  the  gas  or  seawater  treatment  plant.  Consequently, 
impacts  associated  with  secondary  recovery  techniques  are  significantly  greater  than  tertiary  recovery 
techniques.  The  Development  Activities  section  is  a  general  description  of  nonnal  operations.  Specific 
details  of  production  operations,  such  as  well  stimulation  methods  and  various  tertiary  recovery  techniques, 
are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  generalized  overview. 

1660-070 

An  explanation  was  added  to  Section  IV. A. 3. 

1660-071 

Section  IV.A.4  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  information  presented  in  this  comment.  Reference  to  40  CFR 
1 12  and  AS  46.03.020  and  .030  have  been  added  to  Section  IV.A.4. 

1660-072 

Section  rV.A.4  is  revised  and  reflects  the  information  in  this  comment. 

1660-073 

Revised  Spills  and  Spill  Cleanup  (Sec.  IV.C.3.b(2)(b)  includes  chemical  and  saline  water  spills. 

1660-074 

Section  IV.C.15.b(9)  has  been  revised.  The  text  contains  information  presented  in  the  comment. 

1660-075 

The  agency's  name  has  been  added  to  the  list  in  Section  VI. 

1660-076 

The  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  description  (Sec.  II. B. 2).  has  been  revised.  The  description  emphasizes 
the  significance  of  the  waterfowl  area. 

1660-077 

The  LUEA  name  has  been  changed  to  Spectacled  Eider  Breeding  Range. 

1660-078 

Lease  area  designations  and  stipulations  in  the  lAP/EIS  are  the  primary  commitments  to  resource  protection. 
The  two  Special  Areas  encompass  the  majority  of  the  areas  where  these  occur,  and  the  Preferred  Alternative 
has  been  organized  to  reflect  this  in  Section  ll.C.l. 

1660-079 

The  legend  for  Figure  II.B.7  has  been  changed. 

1660-080 

The  legend  has  been  clarified.  The  Fish  Habitat  LUEA,  described  in  Section  II.B.S,  is  partly  defined  as 
extending  'A  mi  "around  the  perimeter  of  any  fish-bearing  lake  in  the  deep  lake  zone."  The  hatching  on 
Figure  II.C.  1  -2  corresponds  to  the  deep  lake  zone. 

1660-081 

We  did  not  state  that  all  future  oil  fields  will  follow  the  ARCO  Alpine  design,  only  that  Alpine  could  serve 
as  a  representative  model.  As  stated  in  other  responses  (please  see  Responses  1334-004  and  165^-031), 


there  could  be  many  similarities  between  Alpine  and  new  projects  within  the  NPR-A.  As  recognized  by  the 
commenter,  the  design  proposals  for  Alpine  have  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  several  State  and  Federal 
agencies  who  have  evaluated  the  safety  aspects  of  the  project.  Considering  the  excellent  safety  record  for 
North  Slope  fields,  we  feel  comfortable  with  extrapolating  this  current,  approved  technology  to  new  projects 
in  the  foreseeable  future. 

We  do  not  believe  that  using  a  Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk  analog  is  valid  for  future  NPR-A  develop-ment.  These 
fields  contain  infrastructure  supporting  the  production  of  over  15  Bbbl  of  oil  or  nearly  30  times  the  oil  that  is 
estimated  to  be  available  in  the  planning  area  at  an  average  oil  price  of  $18  (see  Figure  lll.A.l.a(3)-9).  It  is 
possible  that  incremental  expansion  of  development  in  NPR-A  will  occur  beyond  the  single-field  Alpine 
model,  but  to  propose  a  massive  development  on  the  scale  of  Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk  is  unsupported  by  our 
assessment  of  the  undiscovered  petroleum  potential  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A.  The  development  scenarios 
analyzed  in  this  lAP/EIS  are  based  on  these  carefully  modeled  petroleum  resource  estimates,  not  speculation. 

We  fully  acknowledge  in  the  Development  Activities  sections  (fV.A.l.b)  that  future  projects  will  be  designed 
for  unique  site-specific  conditions.   It  is  quite  likely  that  development  designs  will  differ  according  to  field 
size,  site  conditions,  engineering  experience,  or  a  variety  of  other  factors.  Minimum  footprint  and  roadless 
development  are  common  goals  for  new  developments  of  medium-sized  fields  (ARCO's  Alpine;  BP's 
Badami).  These  strategies  are  not  only  cheaper  for  the  company,  but  are  also  less  disruptive  to  the 
environment.  The  commenter  is  correct  in  assuming  that  at  some  point  in  time  remote  fields  in  the  NPR-A 
could  require  support  from  an  industrial  base  other  than  Kuparuk.  It  is  premature  to  speculate  on  the 
location  of  new  industrial  sites  because  that  decision  will  depend  on  the  location  of  new  oil  discoveries. 
Note  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  the  connection  of  oil  fields  within  the  NPR-A  to  the  existing 
road  system  on  State  land  to  the  east  (Stipulation  48). 

1660-082 

The  EIS  describes  standards  for  measuring  the  effects  of  impacts  (Sec. TV. C.  13,  Effects  Definitions  and 
Effects  Levels).  The  BLM  believes  that  effects-level  assessments  may  be  overly  optimistic  because  of  the 
"paucity  of  information  available  about  the  actual  effectiveness  of...  proposed  stipulations  and  mitigation 
measures,"  and  the  BLM  agrees  that  "a  defensible  evaluation  process  be  established  by  State  and  Federal 
agencies  and  the  NSB." 

The  mechanisms  proposed  by  BLM  to  deal  with  just  these  issues  would  be  the  proposed  Interagency 
Research  and  Monitoring  Team  (IRMT)  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  (SAP).  The  SAP  would  be  the 
appropriate  body  to  consider  the  perceptions  of  local  residents  concerning  the  overall  assessment  of  impacts 
on  resources.  The  SAP,  in  cooperation  with  the  IRMT,  would  also  design  long-term  subsistence  resource 
monitoring  regimes. 

1660-083 

The  BLM,  the  MMS,  and  the  State  are  concerned  that  subsistence  land-use  information  is  outdated  and 
affirm  the  need  for  more  research  to  better  evaluate  the  effects  of  development  on  subsistence  resources  and 
uses.  It  is  our  intention  to  pursue  cooperative  studies  with  the  State  and  the  NSB.  Studies  would  begin  an 
inventory  and  long-term  monitoring  of  subsistence  resources  and  uses  in  North  Slope  communities.  The 
vision  is  to  integrate  harvest,  social  and  economic  surveys;  ethnographic  methodologies;  the  communities' 
oral  history;  and  Geographic  Information  System.  The  proposed  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  team 
and  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  would  be  the  key  groups  responsible  for  developing  new  land-use  planning 
research  and  monitoring  cumulative  effects. 

1660-084 

The  BLM  believes  that  no  systematic  assessment  has  or  is  being  done  to  confirm  the  overall  effectiveness  of 
stipulations  and  mitigation  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses.  Because  of  this  void,  BLM  proposes 
establishing  an  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  and  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  to  advise  the 
BLM  on  issues  such  as  access,  traditional  land  use  sites,  monitoring  impacts  on  subsistence,  cumulative 
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impacts,  conflict  resolution,  and  maintaining  healthy  wildlife  populations  for  subsistence  users.  Any 
monitoring  effort  of  subsistence  effects  would  likely  start  to  track  and  assess  the  effectiveness  of  past  and 
present  stipulations  and  mitigation  in  protecting  subsistence  resources  and  uses. 

1660-085 

The  historic  record  of  activity  and  occurrence  of  oil  spills  is  the  data  base  from  which  the  probability  of 
various  spill  events  can  be  predicted.  Section  IV  identifies  potential  impacts  to  resources  from  small  spills 
with  a  higher  potential  for  occurrence,  and  from  low-probabihty,  high  effects  spill  events  (Appendix  B, 
Section  1.).  Analyses  of  spills  that  reach  the  Colville  River  and  Teshekpuk  Lake  during  the  open-water 
season  are  in  Sections  IV. B  through  G. 

Based  on  past  patterns  of  oil  spills,  the  BLM  believes  tanker  spills  are  representative  of  the  source  of  a  low- 
probability  and  extremely  large  oil  spill.  Worldwide  oil  spill  statistics  (Etkin,  1997)  show  that  spills  from 
pipelines  and  storage  tanks  outnumber  vessel  spills.  But,  the  vessel  spills  are  much  larger  in  size. 


1660-086 

Section  FV.B  through  G  have  been  revised  to  address  this  concern. 
325-bbl  oil  spill  in  the  Colville  River  that  reaches  the  coastline. 


The  section  includes  an  analysis  of  a 


1660-087 

A  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  seawater-pipeline  spills  has  been  added  to  Sections  FV.B  through  G. 

1660-088 

In  Sections  IV. B  through  G,  an  analysis  of  a  325-bbl  spill  reaching  Teshekpuk  Lake  has  been  added. 

1660-089 

Effects  of  activities  on  fish  and  corresponding  recovery  times  discussed  are  based  on  the  studies  information 
cited  in  the  final  lAP/EIS.  While  this  information  does  not  establish  levels  of  effects  or  recovery  criteria  (too 
many  variables  to  permit  this),  there  is  enough  effects-related  information  to  estimate  probable  effects  and 
recovery  times.  Effects  and  recovery  estimates  also  are  based  on  likely  occurrences  for  each  proposal  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  alternatives  associated  with  that  proposal.  The  probable  effects  of  multiple  events  are 
discussed  in  Section  IV. H.,  Cumulative  Case. 


in  Marine  Waters). 

The  BLM  does  not  expect  the  loss  of  10  polar  bears,  because  a  spill  in  marine  waters  harms  the  Beaufort  Sea 
population.  This  reasoning  is  based  on  the  following: 

1 .  The  number  of  bears  hkely  to  be  contaminated  probably  would  be  small,  even  in  a  severe  situation, 
where  a  concentration  of  bears  at  the  site  of  a  whale  carcass  were  contaminated  and  died. 

2.  The  current  growth  rate  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  population  of  1,300  to  2,500  bears  is  about  2.4  percent 
(USDOl,  FWS,  1995).  Assuming  an  equal  sex  ratio  of  removed  bears,  the  potential  biological  removal 
rate  would  be  48  bears/year  (USDOI,  FWS,  1995). 

3.  Assuming  a  sex  ratio  of  2: 1  male  to  female  of  removed  bears  and  a  population  of  2,000,  the  biological 
removal  rate  would  be  about  76  bears/year  (Nageak,  Brower,  and  Schliebe,  1991). 

4.  Assuming  a  subsistence  harvest  of  20  to  30  bears/year. 

Under  these  reasonable  assumptions,  the  additional  loss  of  10  bears  is  not  expected  to  exceed  the  potential 
biological  removal  rate  in  addition  to  the  subsistence  harvest. 

1660-090 

Several  outcomes  may  result  if  birds  are  displaced  from  previously  occupied  habitat.  This  includes  a  move 
to  an  adjacent  or  distant  optimal  habitat  that  is  available,  or  a  move  to  an  adjacent  or  distant  suboptimal 
habitat  that  may  result  in  lowered  productivity,  or  not  breeding  at  all  in  a  given  season.  Observations  at 
Prudhoe  Bay  (TERA,  1990)  concluded  that  the  species  studied  were  not  limited  by  habitat  availability 
because  they  were  found  nesting  in  nearby  areas,  following  construction  of  a  gravel  pad.  As  a  result, 
regional  populations  of  species  most  likely  displaced  by  construction  of  facilities  are  not  expected  to 
experience  significant  declines. 

The  EIS  recognizes  that  long-term  (over  the  life  of  the  oil  fields)  displacement  of  caribou  calving  could  have 
adverse  effects  on  productivity  (see  Sec.  IV.C.9.a).  However,  there  is  no  conclusive  evidence  that  the 
abundance  of  caribou  has  been  affected,  although  displacement  from  calving  habitat  may  represent 
functional  loss  of  habitat.  The  same  is  true  for  other  wildlife  populations  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area.  The 
effects  of  further  loss  of  habitat  on  caribou  is  discussed  in  the  Cumulative  Effects  analysis  in  Section 
Pv'.H.9.a. 


An  event  such  as  the  loss  of  a  strong  year-class  would  be  of  great  significance  to  the  recovery  of  fish 
populations  in  the  arctic  environment.  Therefore,  it  was  an  evaluation  criteria  for  estimating  the  recovery 
periods  discussed  in  the  EIS.  Regarding  recovery  in  high-  and  low-density  areas,  the  analysis  assumed  that  a 
much  higher  percentage  of  fish  would  be  unaffected  in  low-density  areas.  This  is  a  primary  reason  for  the 
difference  in  the  level  of  estiinated  effects  and  recovery  times  for  the  two  areas.  Recovery  in  isolated  lakes 
likely  would  be  a  long-term  process.  However,  the  probability  of  isolated  lakes  being  significantly  affected 
by  the  activities  associated  with  this  EIS  is  very  low;  effects  and  recovery  times  were  not  estimated. 

Because  the  critical  data  is  lacking  for  virtually  all  bird  species  to  support  modeled  estimates  of  recovery 
times  from  mortality  that  might  occur  during  specific  events  (e.g.,  an  oil  spill),  the  estimates  are  not 
provided  in  Sections  FV.B. 8  or  fV.F.S.  Based  on  the  assumed  population  vulnerability  of  those  species  most 
likely  to  be  affected,  more  than  two  breeding  seasons  would  be  required  for  recovery.  Some  species  with 
relatively  high  fecundity  may  not  require  this  much  time.  However,  species  with  low  reproductive  potential 
such  as  loons,  or  those  that  are  experiencing  poor  reproductive  success,  may  require  a  longer  period.  With 
the  exception  of  brant  and  a  few  others,  it  is  not  possible  now  to  accurately  model  recovery  periods. 

The  direct  mortality  rate  attributable  to  oil  and  gas  activities  is  estimated  or  expected  to  be  small  when 
compared  to  the  size  of  the  mammal  populations  that  occur  within  the  NPR-A.  Natural  recruitment  would 
replace  these  mortalities  within  1  year  or  less.  For  example,  take  the  severe  case  where  it  is  assumed  that  10 
polar  bears  would  be  killed  from  contact  or  ingestion  of  oil  (Sec.  lV.F.9.b(2)(c)l),  Effects  of  a  Possible  Spill 


1660-091 

Statements  indicating  the  expansive  range  of  birds  using  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area,  types  of 
stakeholders  having  interests  in  these  birds,  and  some  implications  of  various  international  agreements 
concerning  conservation  and  management  of  birds  have  been  incorporated  into  Section  111.B.4.  Although  a 
statement  has  been  added  to  each  alternative,  an  assessment  of  the  potential  impacts  of  leasing  and 
development  on  stakeholder  interests  would  be  difficult.  At  this  time,  soine  pertinent  information  on  use  of 
the  various  species  by  specific  user  groups  is  lacking.  With  regard  to  molting  geese,  the  Goose  Molting 
Area  is  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  Alternatives  A  through  D  and  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
suggesting  that  potential  effects  from  this  activity  would  not  be  large  enough  to  affect  the  use  by  local  or 
more  distant  user  groups.  The  conduct  of  other  activities  during  the  period  when  molting  geese  are  present 
would  be  governed  by  stipulations  that  would  prevent  most  of  the  disturbance.  If  development  were  to 
proceed  (as  in  Alternative  E),  allowing  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  this  area,  stipulations  governing  activities 
during  the  period  when  molting  geese  are  present  would  prevent  the  disturbance,  and  the  most  substantial 
effects  that  could  affect  their  availability  to  user  groups  outside  the  NPR-A  area.  Likewise,  a  buffer 
specifying  no  surface  occupancy  (Stipulation  45  [Alternatives  A-E])  is  designated  along  critical  portions  of 
the  Colville  River  to  decrease  access  to  the  river  and  potential  disturbance  of  raptors.  The  BLM  does  not 
expect  population-level  effects  on  shorebirds  or  passerines  to  result  from  the  relatively  small  areas  occupied 
by  oil,  gas  or  other  activities;  therefore,  impacts  on  stakeholders  with  interests  in  these  groups  are  expected 
to  be  negligible. 
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Please  see  Response  1314-004  regarding  the  value  of  brant  geese  to  the  subsistence  users  of  the  Yukon- 
Kuskokwim  Delta. 

As  part  of  the  consultation  process  required  under  the  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species  Act  of  1973,  the 
NMFS  and  FWS  listed  those  endangered  or  threatened  species  that  could  be  affected  along  tanker- 
transportation  routes  between  Valdez,  Alaska,  and  U.S.  West  Coast  ports.  A  tanker  spill  along  these  routes 
could  contain  oil  from  the  planning  area,  if  any  is  found  and  produced.  Oil  from  the  planning  area  would  be 
a  small  part  of  a  mixture  of  spilled  North  Slope  oil  that  potentially  could  have  a  direct  effect  on  the 
endangered  and  threatened  species  listed  in  Section  I1I.B.6. 

1660-092 

Without  reference  to  specific  statements,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  those  the  State  believes  imply  that  no 
impacts  would  occur.  As  the  commenter  points  out,  arctic  bird  populations  exhibit  substantial  annual 
variation  in  numbers.  The  methods  used  in  some  studies  have  not  been  sufficiently  refined  to  detect  small  to 
moderate  changes  in  abundance.  Therefore,  the  general  statement  in  the  document  suggesting  that  impacts 
and  recovery  times  ".  .  .  inay  not  be  detectable  above  natural  fluctuations  of  the  population  and  survey 
methods/data  available"  is  not  to  imply  that  impacts  would  not  occur.  Instead,  the  implication  is  that  it 
would  be  difficult  to  determine  the  impacts  (with  confidence)  for  most  species  given  the  current  data  and 
lack  of  funds  to  carry  out  long-term  population  monitoring  and  studies  to  determine  fecundity,  survival, 
productivity,  recruitment,  etc.,  for  key  species. 

Those  who  would  use  long-term  population  monitoring  and  studies  data  certainly  would  encourage  any 
effort  to  obtain  information  through  directed  studies  and  monitoring  programs.  As  described  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  an  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  program  would  be  developed  to  coordinate 
these  studies. 

New  information  obtained  from  monitoring  studies  conducted  under  BLM's  Interagency  Research  and 
Monitoring  Team  may  identify  new  concerns  or  validate  potential  conflicts.  For  example,  potential 
diversion  of  calving  caribou  from  calving  habitat  north  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  during  spring  migration  because 
of  disturbance  from  potential  vehicular  traffic  between  the  lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  under  Alternative  E 
development.  However,  it  would  be  impossible  to  set  up  a  specific  study  to  monitor  reactions  of  calving 
caribou  to  vehicular  traffic  in  advance  of  potential  exploration  and  development  in  the  area.  The 
Department  of  the  Interior  could  require  the  lessees  to  conduct  or  fund  studies  as  a  condition  of  the  lease; 
however,  it  is  uncertain  whether  the  study  will  verify  the  potential  conflict,  or  measure  its  effect  on  caribou 
productivity  and  abundance.  The  EIS  analyzes  mitigating  measures,  such  as  restricting  surface  occupancy, 
in  the  area  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  as  a  potential  condition  of  leasing  in  the  area. 
However,  some  residual  displacement  of  calving  caribou  is  still  expected  to  occur  (see  Sec.  IV.F.9.a(2), 
Residual  Impacts). 

Also,  please  see  Response  1815-014. 

1660-093 

The  BLM  has  not  conducted  an  economic  feasibility  study  of  gravel  transportation  in  the  NPR-A;  therefore, 
BLM  cannot  closely  define  the  limits  of  gravel  transportation  from  existing  sites  east  of  the  Colville  River. 
Is  20  mi  the  economic  feasibility  limit,  or  is  it  30  mi  (50%  greater)?  Certainly,  costs  and  the  logistics  of 
gravel  delivery  increase  with  distance  from  gravel  mining  sites.  In  Section  rV.A.l.b(4),  BLM  has  discussed 
possible  scenarios,  including: 

1 .  gravel  extraction  from  existing  sites; 

2.  development  of  new  sand/gravel  mine  sites  within  the  NPR-A; 

3.  possible  barging  of  pad  construction  materials  to  coastal  staging  areas; 

4.  processing  bedrock  for  construction  materials; 

5.  alternative  designs  (year-round  ice  pads;  composite  all-season  pads);  and 

6.  reusing  gravel  from  previous  Husky  drill  sites. 


Final  approved  plans  for  new  field  development  in  the  NPR-A  will  depend  largely  on  site-specific  conditions 
and  the  site  location  relative  to  sources  of  construction  materials.  The  environmental  analysis  should 
consider  all  reasonable  possibilities  associated  with  future  activifies  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area. 

1660-094 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  assuming  there  would  be  greater  effects  on  resources  with  2  to  10  fields 
developed  versus  1  to  5.  However,  the  former  range  refers  to  the  multiple-sale  scenario,  while  the  latter  is 
the  estimate  of  developed  fields  for  the  first  sale  under  Alternative  E  only;  expected  number  of  fields  under 
other  alternatives  is  lower.  The  text  in  the  EIS  has  been  revised  to  reflect  differences  in  expected  effects. 

1660-095 

Unfortunately  this,  and  other  documents,  contain  metric  and  English  units.  Some  units  of  measurement, 
such  as  length,  area,  or  weight,  can  be  expressed  in  English  units.  The  BLM  has  reviewed  the  EIS  to  ensure 
these  parameters  are  expressed  in  English  units.  However,  other  parameters  such  as  concentrations,  are 
commonly  expressed  in  metric  and  this  convention  is  used  in  the  document.  Regulatory  agencies,  including 
some  with  the  State  of  Alaska,  use  this  convention  to  define  standards  or  criteria  in  the  EIS. 

1660-096 

In  planning  the  EIS,  the  decision  was  to  have  the  potential  effects  of  any  activity  having  an  impact  on  a 
resource  analyzed  in  the  first  alternative  where  that  activity  would  occur.  In  the  EIS,  the  alternatives  were 
presented  and  analyzed  in  order  of  an  increasing  amount  of  area  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  With  an 
increase  in  the  size  of  the  area,  there  might  be  an  increase  in  the  oil  resources  discovered  and  produced  and 
an  increase  in  the  activity  levels.  The  first  analysis  includes  the  effects  of  the  activity  on  the  resources(s) 
and  an  estimate  of  the  level  of  effects.  The  analysis  in  each  succeeding  alternative  tiers  off  the  first  analysis 
and  indicates  differences  between  alternatives.  From  the  first  to  a  succeeding  alternative,  information  about 
the  type  and  level  of  activity,  assumptions,  and  type(s)  of  effects  is  a  summary  of  the  information  in  the 
analysis,  so  there  is  some  repetition.  If  the  information  about  the  type  and  level  of  activity,  assumptions,  and 
type(s)  of  effects  was  not  brought  forward  in  a  summary,  then  the  reader  would  have  to  return  to  the  original 
analysis  to  understand  the  succeeding  analysis.  Repeating  some  material  was  thought  to  be  more  reader 
friendly  than  having  to  constantly  turn  pages  back  to  some  starting  point. 

1660-097 

The  Conclusion-First  Sale  in  Section  IV.F.  1 1  compares  the  differences  between  Alternatives  E  and  B.  The 
figures  for  State  revenue  (Sec.  IV.F.  1 1  .b(4))  on  the  same  page  of  the  EIS  are  for  Alternative  E  only.  The 
draft  lAP/EIS  Summary  document  on  the  Economy  uses  figures  that  are  for  the  multiple  sales.  Economic 
impacts  for  multiple  sales  are  two  times  the  impact  of  the  first  sale  for  each  alternative. 

1660-098 

We  have  revised  and  clarified  the  subsistence  discussions  in  Sec.  FV.  and  Appendix  D. 

1660-099 

Noted  citations  are  in  the  bibliography. 

1660-100 

Section  III.A.l.d  has  been  modified. 

1660-101 

Secfion  III.A. l.a(4)  has  been  added. 

1660-102 

The  statement  has  been  deleted. 
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1660-103 

We  have  edited  Seclion  II. F  to  properly  indicate  when  the  President's  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  should  be  consulted.  The  State  of  Alaska  has  been  represented  throughout  the  process  of 
developing  the  Draft  lAP/EIS  and  had  the  entire  docuinent  available  for  review  for  90  days;  we  believe  that 
is  sufficient  time  for  proper  review. 

1660-104 

Table  II.D,2.c-l  includes  Cultural  Resources. 


1660-115 

The  abbreviations  have  been  added  to  the  List  of  Acronyms  and  Symbols. 

1660-116 

Section  IIl.C.5.b  has  the  correct  citation. 

1660-117 

Section  III.C.5.b.(l)  reflects  the  information  in  this  comment. 


1660-105 

Sections  rV.B.2  and  12  reflect  this  information. 


1660-118 

Section  III.C.5.b.(l)  reflects  the  information. 


1660-106 

The  Mesa  site  and  the  Utqiagvik  site  are  the  two  best  known  archaeological  sites  in  the  NPR-A  area  and 
both  lie  outside  the  planning  area.  They  are  mentioned  in  this  section  to  demonstrate  the  tremendous  length 
of  time  of  human  occupation  in  the  area,  the  value  and  the  importance  of  cultural  sites  likely  to  be  found  in 
the  region.  The  discussion  has  been  revised  to  clarify  this  connection.  In  addition,  the  section  has  been 
revised  to  briefly  describe  where  reconnaissance  surveys  have  occurred  and  the  types  of  known  sites  in  the 
planning  area. 

1660-107 

Please  see  the  changes  to  Sections  rV.B.2  and  12. 

1660-108 

The  text  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  information. 

1660-109 

Sections  rV.B.2  and  12  reflect  this  information. 

1660-110 

Please  see  Section  rV.C.12  for  a  brief  explanation  of  site-.specific  archaeological  surveys.  Also,  see 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  75. 

1660-111 

An  editorial  change  noted  by  the  commenter  has  been  made. 

1660-112 

A  list  (see  Table  II. F.  1 )  is  provided  of  Federal,  State,  and  North  Slope  Borough  permits  and  approvals 
typically  required  for  an  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  a  development  project  on  (he  North  Slope.   As  described 
in  the  introductoiy  paragraphs  preceding  the  PrefeiTcd  Alternative  Stipulations  (Sec.  I1.C.7).  all  stipulations 
applicable  to  oil-  and  gas-related  activities  will  be  attached  to  oil  and  gas  leases  issued  in  the  planning  area. 
Pemiits  issued  subsequent  to  leasing  must  comply  with  the  appropriate  lease  stipulations.  During  permit 
review  (for  oil  and  gas  activities  and  other  permitted  activities),  specific  lease  stipulations  will  be  included 
as  conditions  of  the  appropriate  permits.  For  oil-  and  gas-related  projects,  the  lease  stipulation  would  be 
attached  to  the  permits/approvals  listed  in  Table  Il.F.l.  This  planning  document  does  not  identify  which 
specific  stipulations  will  attach  to  specific  pennits. 

1660-113 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  61. 

1660-114 

Please  see  Figure  III.A.l.a(2)-l  for  the  map  with  the  recently  added  Badami  pipeline.  By  convention, 
pipelines  that  have  permit  approval  but  are  not  operational  are  shown  as  dashed  lines. 


1660-119 

Section  III.C.5.b(l),  paragraph  2,  rellects  the  information. 

1660-120 

Please  see  Responses  1334-010  and  1334-01 1. 

1660-121 

Section  IV.C.lS.b,  second  paragraph,  reflects  the  information. 

1660-122 

Section  rV.C.15.b(l)  reflects  the  information. 

1660-123 

Sections  IV.C.I5.b(I)  through  (10)  reflect  the  information.  Where  appropriate,  specific  mitigation  measures 
are  identified  in  the  text. 

1660-124 

The  cumulative  impact  analysis  must  encompass  the  period  over  which  actions  contemplated  in  the  lAP/EIS 
might  have  an  impact.  Depending  on  the  price  of  oil,  production  based  on  the  first  sale  in  the  planning  area 
could  last  approximately  30  to  40  years.  Assuming  that  this  LAP/EIS  leads  to  lease  sales  over  the  next  10  to 
15  years,  cumulative  impact  analysis  should  be  extended  to  50  years. 

1660-125 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Section  II1.C.7. 

1660-126 

The  question  of  ice-road  access  between  Nuiqsut  and  Barrow  is  premature.  The  BLM  and  the  NSB  first 
must  address  complicated  right-of-way  permitting  issues  across  the  NPR-A  and  contentious  land  planning 
issues.  The  question  of  ice-road  access  between  Nuiqsut  and  the  Dalton  Highway  is  moot  because  it  has 
been  in  effect  for  years.  Nuiqsut  residents  depend  on  this  road  to  access  areas  of  the  North  Slope;  some 
drive  as  far  as  Fairbanks. 

1660-127 

Section  II. D  has  been  revised  to  introduce  the  reader  to  the  Cumulative  Case. 

Depending  on  the  resource,  the  scope  of  the  effects  may  be  inconsistent.  The  cumulative  case,  (Sec.  IV. H), 
analyzes  the  effects  past  and  present  and  reasonable  foreseeable  future  actions  that  might  affect  resources  in 
and  adjacent  to  the  planning  area;  these  activities  are  listed  in  Tables  IV.A.5-la  and  b.  Thus,  the  effects  to 
resources  might  occur  over  an  area  much  larger  than  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  Because  oil  that 
might  be  found  in  and  produced  from  the  planning  area  would  be  shipped  with  other  Alaska.  North  Slope  oil 
from  Valdez,  Alaska,  to  refineries  along  the  U.S.  West  Coast,  endangered  and  threatened  species  along  the 
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tanker-transportation  routes  may  be  affected  if  there  is  an  oil  spill.  A  BLM  consultation  (regarding 
endangered  and  threatened  species)  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service  requires  that  an  analysis  be  conducted  along  the  tanker  transportation  routes  (Sec.  ni.B.6). 

1660-128 

Please  see  revised  Multiple  Sales  (Sec.  lV.C.3.b). 

1660-129 

Under  Alternative  D,  areas  west  and  south  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  available  for  leasing  (that  were  not  available 
under  Alternative  B)  appear  important  to  yellow-billed  loons  ( 1  of  8  higher  concentration  areas).  As  a  result 
of  their  low  population  and  productivity,  concentration  areas  for  five  other  species  would  become  available; 
however,  populations  of  these  species  are  not  particularly  vulnerable.  All  six  species  could  experience  some 
additional  impacts  as  suggested  in  the  comment.  Currently,  the  BLM  lacks  information  about  where 
development  will  occur  in  relation  to  varying  density  areas  for  species  that  would  allow  an  accurate 
determination  of  the  impact  magnitude.  Section  FV.E.S.b  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  fact. 

1660-130 

Although  Alternative  E  allows  oil  and  gas  leasing  throughout  almost  all  of  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning 

Area,  which  includes  the  highly  valued  Goose  Molting  Area  and  Colville  Raptor,  Passerine  and  Moose  Area, 

Alternatives  A-E  stipulations  would  mitigate  much  of  the  potential  effect  of  development  in  these  areas.  For 

the  Goose  Molting  Area  these  include: 

(20-1)  no  heavy  equipment  activity  during  the  molting  period  and  later; 

(21)  restricted  exploratory  drilhng  during  molting  season  and  later; 

(25)  permanent  structures  not  allowed  within  buffer  surrounding  goose-molting  lakes; 

(30)  collocation,  integration  of  facihties; 

(33)  human  activities  screened  from  goose  molting  lakes; 

(34)  major  construction  suspended  during  molting  season; 

(50d,  54,  55)  ground  traffic  minimized,  helicopter  overflights  suspended,  and  fixed-wing  flights  limited; 

(77)  off-pad  activities  prohibited  during  the  molting  season; 

(22,  32)  exploration  activity  will  avoid  altering  cridcal  goose  feeding  habitat;  and 

(60)  at  abandonment  gravel  structures  made  unusable  for  enhanced  access. 

In  the  Colville  River  Raptor,  Passerine  and  Moose  Area  these  include: 

(45)  no  oil  and  gas  structures  except  pipelines  allowed; 

(39)  Vi  mi  setback  from  Colville  and  other  rivers  for  surface  occupancy 

(20b)  Vi  mi  buffer  around  known  raptor  nest  sites  for  motorized  vehicles  during  the  breeding  season;  and 

(57)  aircraft  will  maintain  1,500  ft  AGL  within  Vi  mi  of  peregrine  falcon  nests. 

Implementation  of  these  stipulations  should  remove  most  of  the  potential  for  disturbance  of  molting 
waterfowl  and  nesting  raptors.  Without  knowing  specific  locations  of  activities/facilities;  especially  for  the 
multiple-sale  scenario,  estimates  of  overall  effects  are  speculative.  Because  "foreseeable"  seems  unreachable 
during  this  early  stage  of  planning,  one  conservative  approach  is  to  esfimate  the  effects  of  "reasonably" 
expected  instead  of  dwelling  on  the  worst  case,  which  is  not  likely  to  occur.  The  BLM  believes  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that  adverse  effects  (caused  by  a  few  pad  complexes)  would  be  mitigated  by  the  above 
stipulations.  Section  IV.F.S.b  has  been  revised  to  clarify  expected  effects. 

1660-131 

Potential  effects  on  geese  in  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  are  identified  in  Section  fV.F.S.b.  This 
section  notes  that  impacts  would  be  substantially  greater  under  Alternative  E  than  under  Alternative  B. 

1660-132 

Projects  considered  under  the  cumulative  case  occur  outside  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  Such 
projects  are  not  expected  to  cause  significant  changes  in  bird  use  or  bird  habitats  in  the  planning  area. 


1660-133 

Please  see  Response  1752-039. 

1660-134 

The  comment  has  been  addressed  in  revisions  to  Sections  [V.B  through  G. 

1660-135 

The  final  lAP/EIS  discusses  the  greater  potential  for  impacts  to  Spectacled  eiders,  as  more  of  their  habitat  is 
made  available  (o  leasing,  and  the  potenfial  impacts  of  oil  spills  to  bowhead  whales,  as  more  coastline  is 
made  available  to  leasing.  The  BLM  believes  there  is  little  risk  of  an  oil  spill  contacting  or  seriously 
impacting  bowhead  whales.  Multiple  sales  are  not  likely  to  increase  the  negligible  impact  on  eiders  or 
bowhead  whales. 

1660-136 

Please  see  Response  1660-135. 

1660-137 

This  comment  regarding  effects  under  the  cumulative  case  is  taken  out  of  context.  The  referenced  phrase 
"hmited  primarily  to  occasional  disturbance  from  aircraft  activities,  resulting  in  temporary,  nonlethal 
effects"  refers  to  the  most  likely  contribution  of  proposed  activities  in  the  planning  area  to  the  Cumulafive 
Case.  This  is  not  stated  as  the  primary  effects  of  the  Cumulative  Case.  The  lAP/ElS  states  that  the  overall 
effects  to  spectacled  eiders  is  likely  to  be  substantially  greater  under  the  Cumulative  Case  than  for  any  single 
activity  or  any  activities  associated  with  any  individual  lease  sale.  It  further  states  that  disturbance  is 
expected  to  be  unavoidable  over  the  long  term,  and  that  mortality  could  occur  as  a  result  of  contact  with 
spilled  oil  and  possibly  as  a  result  of  predators  attracted  to  the  facilities.  The  text  in  Sections  IV.G.  10.b{2) 
has  been  revised  to  include  the  potential  effects  to  spectacled  eiders  from  an  oil  spill  in  the  planning  area  and 
from  loss  of  habitat  to  be  consistent  with  the  FWS  March  1998  biological  opinion. 

1660-138 

The  BLM  believes  that  if  Altemafive  E  is  sufficient  to  displace  caribou  and  make  them  more  difficult  for 
Nuiqsut  hunters  to  pursue  (for  at  least  one  harvest  season),  it  is  logical  to  expect  this  condifion  to  occur  for 
the  life  of  the  field.  The  cumulative  conclusion  does  in  fact  state  an  escalated  effect:  "Overall  cumulative 
effects  to  subsistence  harvests  are  expected  to  cause  one  or  more  important  subsistence  resources  to  become 
unavailable,  undesirable  for  use,  or  experience  population  reductions  for  a  period  of  1  to  5  years  in  Nuiqsut." 
This  is  the  defined  "very  high"  level  of  effect.  MitigaUon,  actions  prompted  by  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 
oversight,  and  variations  in  construction  and  development  activity  would  tend  to  mitigate  against  a  constant 
annual  buildup  of  effects. 

1660-139 

This  species  is  referred  to  as  Arctic  char  in  almost  all  the  literature  cited  in  the  lAP/EIS.  Because  the 
majority  of  those  reading  an  EIS  are  not  systematists,  there  is  a  need  to  continue  to  use  long-established  and 
familiar  names  for  species.  The  name  change  is  noted  in  the  text. 

1660-140 

The  discussion  of  habitat  types  used  by  birds  is  adequate  for  the  purposes  of  this  document.  Regarding  the 
distinction  between  habitat  types  and  landcover,  the  commenter  incorrectly  states  that  Markon  and  Derksen 
(1994)  discuss  only  remotely  sensed  landcover  types.  The  two  investigators  gathered  field  "ground- 
truthing"  data  for  three  summers;  they  discuss  in  detail  and  provide  vegetation  profiles  and  photographs  of 
the  habitat  types  that  appear  on  the  satellite  images. 

1660-141 

Section  IIl.B.4.a(5)  has  been  revised  to  indicate  possible  origin  of  molting  Canada  geese. 
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1660-142 

The  bibliography  in  the  draft  EIS  was  incomplete  at  the  time  of  publication.  All  cited  references  will  appear 
in  the  final  EIS  bibliography.  Regarding  eider  population  trends,  while  not  representing  a  long-term 
database,  4  years  of  data  is  sufficient  to  determine  a  trend  during  this  period  of  time. 

1660-143 

The  statement:  "no  data  are  available  for  examining  overall  trends  on  the  North  Slope"  was  taken  from  the 
Spectacled  Eider  Recovery  Plan  prepared  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  statement  refers  to  long- 
term  population  data.  By  comparison,  there  are  population  data  for  the  Y-K  Delta  that  date  back  to  the 
1960s  and  eady  1970s.  These  data  show  a  substantial  decline  in  the  population  from  the  1970s  to  the  eariy 
1990s.  There  are  no  equivalent  data  for  the  North  Slope.  It  would  not  be  possible  to  estimate  population 
levels  on  the  North  Slope  in  the  1970s  from  a  few  years  of  data  in  the  1990s. 

The  order  of  presentation  of  Lamed  and  Balogh  (1997)  and  TERA  (1995)  in  Section  III.B.6.a.2  has  been 
reversed  in  the  text.  The  more  current  survey  work  by  Lamed  and  Balogh  (1997)  is  now  presented  first.  The 
BLM  believes  there  is  a  value  in  presenting  information  from  different  studies,  because  different  studies  and 
authors  may  provide  different  and  sometimes  contradictory  viewpoints.  The  text  includes  a  statement  that 
such  extrapolation  probably  is  speculative,  because  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  represents  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  total  spectacled  eider  habitat  on  the  North  Slope,  and  that  densities  of  eiders  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  are 
not  likely  to  be  typical  of  the  entire  coastal  plain.  The  two  studies  look  at  different  survey  areas.  The  survey 
effort  by  TERA  concentrates  on  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area,  whereas  Lamed  and  Balogh  (1997)  look  at  the  entire 
Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  It  also  should  be  noted  that  the  1997  spectacled  eider  population,  after  being  corrected 
for  visibility,  is  estimated  at  14,300. 

The  aerial  sur\'eys  were  designed  to  assess  population  trends  and  breeding  distribution  for  spectacled  eiders 
(Lamed  and  Balogh,  1997).  Prior  to  the  draft  EIS  being  printed,  Mr.  Lamed  reviewed  this  section,  including 
the  sentence  in  question,  and  provided  the  specific  information  regarding  locations  where  nesting  eiders 
were  most  abundant. 

1660-144 

The  text  was  intended  to  indicate  that  the  Alaskan  breeding  population  of  Steller's  eiders  was  listed  as 
threatened.  This  was  stated  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  paragraph..  Section  lII.B.6.a(3)  has  been  revised  for 
clarification. 

1660-145 

Lamed  (1997)  was  not  published  at  the  time  the  draft  EIS  was  printed.  It  is  included  in  the  text  and 
reference  sections  in  the  final  EIS. 

1660-146 

The  legend  for  cited  Figure  111. B. 4-7  implies  no  rate  function  value;  the  shading  indicates  the  number  of 
young  counted  on  each  lake  where  these  counts  were  made.  The  figure  depicts  combined  total  counts  and 
includes  the  young  of  all  goose  species.  However,  as  the  text  indicates,  the  values  are  dominated  by  brant 
and  greater  white-fronted  goose.  The  legend  has  been  revised. 

1660-147 

Section  rV.B.4.a(3)  has  been  revised  in  response  to  the  comment. 

1660-148 

Section  Ill.B.5.a(l)(e)  has  been  revised. 

1660-149 

Section  IIl.B,5.b{3)  has  been  revised. 


1660-150 

Section  1II.C,3  has  been  revised  to  reflect  comment  regarding  the  State  subsistence  statute  of  1986.  The 
eight  major  concems  expressed  by  local  Inupiat  may  not  be  addressed  systematically,  but  the  overall  scope 
of  the  EIS  does  address  these  issues  within  the  analyses  for  all  resources.  Proposed  stipulations  are  linked  to 
specific  resource  concems  in  the  conclusion  for  each  resource  analysis.  The  subsistence  and  sociocultural 
sections  make  the  link  between  concems  and  mitigation.  Appendix  F  discusses  the  subsistence  workshop  in 
Nuiqsut  where  the  creation  of  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  was  recommended.  The  workshop 
recommended  that  the  proposed  panel  work  on  these  issues. 

1660-151 

The  collecfion,  evaluation,  and  application  of  traditional  knowledge  was  not  systematically  presented  in 
Section  IlI.C.4.d  (Cultural  Values).  For  example,  tradifional  knowledge  has  for  years  been  omitted  from 
EIS's,  an  omission  that  can  no  longer  be  made.  The  BLM  attempted  to  find  three  or  four  representative 
Native  comments  relating  to  particular  themes  and  issues  raised  in  the  analysis.  The  intention  was  to 
include  what  the  Inupiat  people  have  been  saying  for  many  years. 

To  increase  the  database  of  traditional  knowledge,  the  MMS  has  awarded  a  contract  to  UIC  in  Barrow  to 
make  systematic  identification,  collection,  and  archival  of  never-before  gathered  North  Slope  traditional 
knowledge. 

Comments  in  the  text  are  from  public  hearings  conducted  on  the  North  Slope  since  the  early  1970's. 
Traditional  knowledge  was  considered  in  the  conclusions  for  the  subsistence  and  sociocultural  analyses, 
although  it  sometimes  may  be  difficult  to  see  the  linkage.  Section  rV.G.13  addresses  the  concern  about 
cumulative  effects  not  being  identified  in  the  proposed  stipulations. 

See  also  response  to  comment  1851-025  and  Preferred  Altemative  Stipulations  59  through  64. 

1660-152 

Part  of  the  area  south  and  southwest  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  lies  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  watershed,  and  is 
part  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  Section  104(b)  of  the  NPRPA  provides  that  explorafion  within 
special  areas  containing  subsistence,  recreational,  wildlife,  historical,  or  scenic  values  should  be  conducted 
to  ensure  the  maximum  protection  of  such  valuables;  but  that  is  only  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  this  Act  for  the  exploration  of  the  reserve.  The  BLM  believes  the  combination  of 
unavailable  lands  for  leasing  and  the  stipulations  does  provide  the  maximum  protection  for  wildlife  and 
wildlife  habitat  in  this  area,  consistent  with  exploration  under  this  altemative. 

1660-153 

The  bibliography  in  the  draft  EIS  was  incomplete  at  time  of  publication.  All  references  cited  in  the 
document  will  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  bibliography. 

As  the  statement  concerning  potential  effects  on  the  few  species  present  in  winter  indicates,  there  is  little 
evidence  from  winter  studies  and  few  pertinent  references. 

Discussion  of  the  potential  effects  of  predators  attracted  to  refuse  at  facilities  is  consistent  throughout  the 
document. 

1660-154 

An  altitude  of  1 ,000  ft  should  be  adequate  to  prevent  excessive  disturbance  of  spotted  seals  on  land  and 
ringed  seals  hauled  out  on  ice.  Most  flights  associated  with  Alternative  A  are  not  expected  to  occur  over 
spotted  seal  concentration  areas  shown  in  Figure  lIl.B.5.b-l,  especially  those  in  Smith  and  Admiralty  bays. 

1660-155 

As  suggested  by  the  comment,  the  paragraph  (in  question)  states  that  downslopc  drying  of  tundra  along 
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gravel  roads  is  possible.   However,  downslope  drying  of  tundra  is  unlikely  to  have  a  significant  isstie  for 
water  quality.  (See  Sec.  rV.C.4.b(2)  and  IV.C.3.b(2))  These  analyses  for  water  quality  and  water  resources 
are  consistent  with  findings  in  the  practice,  despite  the  concern  about  inappropriate  placement  and  poor 
maintenance  of  culverts.  The  primary  landscape  impacts  from  gravel  roads  and  pads  is  flooding  and 
themiokarst.  not  drying  (Walker  et  al.,  1987). 

1660-156 

The  analyses  in  this  docmnent  focus  on  the  effects  from  factors  that  potentially  may  affect  birds  in  general, 
or  specific  groups  of  birds  instead  of  specific  areas,  unless  the  two  are  coincident.  In  addition,  the  location 
of  oil  and  gas  development  sites  is  speculative.  Figure  IlI.A.l.a(3)-l  1  suggests  that  most  interest  will  be 
focused  in  the  noithem  portion. 


1660-157 

Section  FV.C.l 


and  other  discussions  of  the  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations  in  Section  IV  have  been  revised. 


1660-158 

No  specific  literary  reference  is  given  for  the  statement  "caribou  exposed  to  oil  development-human 
activities  may  be  more  accustomed  to  human  activities";  such  habituation  has  been  observed  in  the  Prudhoe 
Bay  area  (Cronin  et  al,  1994), 

1660-159 

The  EIS  recognizes  that  CAH  caribou  avoid  (3-4  km)  habitats  near  roads  (development  facilities)  on  the  oil 
fields  in  nonriparian  areas  during  the  calving  season.  The  use  of  open  tundra  instead  of  riparian  areas  for 
calving  is  generally  accepted  by  biologists  (Sec.  lII.B.S.a).  In  Section  IV.C.9.a,  the  EIS  presents  both  sides 
of  the  issue  regarding  caribou  avoiding  the  TAPS.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48  restricts  permanent 
roads  within  the  planning  area  and  connections  to  the  existing  road  network  to  the  east.  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulations  33  through  36  further  limit  potential  pipeline/road  disturbance  to  caribou. 

1660-160 

Pipelines  may  be  buried  under  streams-riparian  habitats  used  by  moose.  In  addition,  moose  successfully 
cross  the  TAPS  corridor  without  any  significant  effects  on  their  distribution  and  movements.  See  Section 
lV.C.9.a(2)(b)2),  Effects  on  Moose,  for  a  discussion  of  studies  regarding  moose  movements  and  the  TAPS 
(Sopuck  and  Vemam,  1984,  1986;  Eide,  Miller,  and  Chihuly,  1986). 

1660-161 

Section  rV.C.9.a(2)(b)3),  Effects  on  Grizzly  Bears,  has  been  revised. 

1660-162 

Section  IV.C.9,a(2)(b)6),  Effects  on  Muskoxen:  Exploration,  has  been  revised. 

1660-163 

Oiled  fur  is  not  expected  to  affect  adult  caribou  thermoinsulation,  even  if  the  fur  is  oiled  after  the  caribou 
shed  their  summer  coats,  because  the  outer  guard  hairs  of  caribou  are  hollow.  Few  animals  would  be 
affected  from  the  small  spills  (average  4  bbl)  likely  to  occur  over  the  life  of  the  project.  No  documented 
caribou  deaths  have  been  associated  with  the  numerous  spills  associated  with  the  TAPS.  Section  rVC.9.a 
has  been  changed  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1660-164 

Section  IV.C.9.b  has  been  revised.  Aircraft  disturbance  of  ringed  and  bearded  seals  would  occur  only  if  and 
when  aircraft  were  forced  to  fly  low  due  to  poor  weather  conditions. 

1660-165 

Considering  the  number  of  fish  taken  by  commercial  and  subsistence  fishermen,  measurable  impacts  on  fish 


on  account  of  construction  crews  and  others  associated  with  oil  and  gas  activities  are  not  expected  to  occur. 
The  probability  of  remote  areas  being  fished  by  those  from  the  oil  and  gas  industry  is  considered  low; 
especially,  when  compared  to  that  of  those  who  live  within  reach  of  these  areas. 

1660-166 

Table  II.D.2.C-1  indicates  that  the  Fish  Habitat  LUEA  is  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  Alternative 
E.  Under  Alternative  D  the  Fish  Habitat  LUEA  would  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  except  for  that 
portion  within  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA, 

1660-167 

Without  knowledge  of  the  specific  pad  locations,  it  would  be  as  erroneous  to  estimate  ver>'  large  effects  by 
assuming  oil  and  gas  development  will  take  place  in  high  bird  density  areas  as  to  estimate  little  effect  by 
focusing  on  low  density  areas.  Without  some  indicafion  of  the  location  for  facilities,  BLM  finds  it  difficult 
to  quantify  the  expected  effect.  Effects  under  Alternative  D  are  compared  to  those  under  Alternative  B  with 
some  revisions  in  Section  IV.E.S.b. 

Regarding  potential  effects  on  spectacled  eiders,  although  Alternative  D  opens  a  portion  of  the  Spectacled 
Eider  Breeding  Range  west  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  indicated  in  the  text  as  "relatively  high 
density,"  the  primary  area  of  concern  is  <30  mi^  in  extent  and  has  about  0.5  to  1.6  birds/kml  At  these 
densities,  it  does  not  appear  likely  that  a  large  number  of  these  eiders  would  be  severely  disturbed. 
However,  the  nesting  efforts  of  a  few  birds  might  be  displaced  or  disturbed  sufficiently  to  be  terminated, 
consequently  affecting  productivity  to  a  small  extent.  This  is  not  expected  to  be  a  significant  result  at  the 
population  level. 

1660-168 

Effects  of  multiple  sales  on  subsistence  activities  have  been  added  to  Section  rV.E.13.c(2). 

1660-169 

Under  the  development  scenario  for  Alternatives  A  through  E,  the  BLM  anticipates  very  few  permanent 
roads;  those  that  are  constructed  will  not  connect  to  the  existing  road  network.  Stipulation  62  (Alternatives 
A-E)  requires  that  procedures  be  developed  to  restrict  access  in  close  proximity  to  production  facilities  and 
the  pipeline.  Stipulation  76  (Alternatives  A-E)  restricts  the  use  of  oil  field  facilities  by  oil  company  agents 
and  contractors.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48  restricts  permanent  road  construction  in  the  planning 
area  and  prohibits  connection  to  the  existing  road  network  to  the  east. 

1660-170 

A  reference  to  the  effect  that  "no  construction  activities  are  expected  to  occur  in  marine  waters  so  no  effects 
in  marine  waters  are  anticipated"  does  not  appear  in  the  text.  Reference  is  made  to  a  dock  for  offioading 
barge-transported  material;  this  structure  is  not  expected  to  displace  birds  enough  to  cause  other  than 
temporary  negligible  disturbance.  At  this  point,  it  is  unlikely  that  a  causeway  would  be  permitted. 

Regarding  the  extensive  review  of  the  Alternative  E  analysis,  (see  Response  1660-13 1)  and  Alternative  D 
(see  Response  1660-130).  Restrictions  on  air  and  ground  traffic  during  the  goose-molting  period 
significantly  would  decrease  the  frequency  of  disturbance.  Facilities  in  interiake  areas  might  be  visible  to 
molting  geese,  but  little  information  is  available  on  the  effect  of  such  a  presence  other  than  that  the  geese  at 
Prudhoe  Bay  seem  to  adapt.  The  statement  that  molting  geese  cannot  be  expected  to  react  calmly  is  not 
based  on  information  other  than  that  in  the  alternative. 

Although  under  Altemafive  E  most  of  the  planning  area  could  be  offered  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  the 
numerous  stipulations  place  considerable  restriction  on  activities  in  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  and  Colville 
Raptor,  Passerine,  and  Moose  LUEA's  during  critical  periods.  References  to  information  presented  at  the 
waterfowl  and  caribou  workshop  (Appendix  E)  have  been  incorporated. 
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1660-171 

The  effects  on  moose,  grizzly  bears,  and  muskoxen  are  described  in  Section  IV.C.9.a  under  Alternative  B. 
Under  Alternative  E,  these  effects  are  expected  to  be  about  the  same  as  under  Alternative  B.  The  focus  of 
the  analysis  for  this  alternative  is  on  caribou,  because  the  area  leased  under  Alternative  E  includes  all  of  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  canbou  herd  calving  area.  Moose  and  muskoxen  occur  south  of  this  area,  and  leasing 
under  Alternative  B  would  cover  the  effects  on  these  species. 

1660-172 

Oil-field  activities  and  materials  that  would  affect  the  water  quality  of  areas  proposed  to  be  leased  are 
discussed  under  the  appropriate  alternative.  For  example,  oil  spills  and  seawater  spills  on  water  quality  are 
discussed  under  each  alternative. 

1660-173 

The  primary  effect  of  increased  access  to  grizzly  bear  habitat  in  the  Cumulative  Case  would  be  the  loss  of 
bears  due  to  adverse  interaction  with  humans,  whether  dens  are  disturbed  or  not.  These  effects  on  grizzly 
bears  are  discussed  in  the  cumulative  analysis  in  Section  lV.H.9.a(5),  Overall  Cumulative  Effects. 

1660-174 

Please  see  Response  1658-068. 

1660-175 

Cumulative  effects  of  marine  mammal  populations  that  occur  adjacent  to  the  NPR-A  include  commercial 
fishing  and  subsistence  harvests.  These  marine  mammal  populations  migrate  into  areas  where  they  are 
affected  by  these  activities.  Because  NPR-A  oil  would  be  transported  by  the  TAPS  to  Valdez  and  tankered 
through  Prince  William  Sound,  other  marine  mammal  species  such  as  sea  otters  and  harbor  seals  (affected 
by  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill)  could  be  affected  by  NPR-A  oil  and  by  commercial  fishing  in  the  Gulf  of 
Alaska. 

1660-176 

The  conclusion  in  Section  IV.H.  1 3  describes  the  cumulative  effects  of  oil  and  gas  activities  on  subsistence- 
harvest  patterns.  The  section  includes  relevant  information  from  the  sections  on  Sociocultural  Systems  and 
Coastal  Zone  Management. 

1660-177 

The  BLM  concurs  with  the  recommendation  that  the  State,  Federal  Agencies,  and  the  NSB  develop  a 
process  that  would  systematically  evaluate  mitigation  effectiveness.  See  Sections  II.F.6  and  7. 

1660-178 

Most  marine  vessel  traffic,  such  as  barges  carrying  equipment  and  supplies,  would  be  relatively  near  to  the 
shore  where  there  would  be  few  (if  any)  bowheads  as  opposed  to  traveling  farther  offshore  through  the 
bowhead's  main  migration  corridor.  Consequently,  we  believe  that  any  disturbance  as.sociated  with  marine- 
vessel  traffic  is  likely  to  be  very  minimal  and  very  localized.  The  BLM  believes  there  is  no  need  to  develop 
timing  restrictions  on  the  limited  amount  of  vessel  traffic  traveling  near  the  shore.  Any  need  for  such 
restrictions  will  be  evaluated  further  when  the  biological  opinion  is  received  from  NMFS  for  the  ESA 
Section  7  consultation. 

1660-179 

Section  rV.K.8  indicates  the  potential  for  abandonment  of  a  small  portion  of  the  gocse-molting  habitat. 
However,  facilities  are  not  expected  to  be  placed  in  critical  areas  where  either  long-term  abandonment  (life 
of  the  field),  unsuccessful  removal,  or  rehabilitation  would  cause  permanent  abandonment;  also  see 
Stipulation  25  and  32  (Alternatives  A-E). 


1660-180 

The  potential  effects  of  oil-pipeline  construction  and  operations  on  the  resources  in  and  adjacent  to  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  have  been  analyzed  in  .Sections  IV. C  through  G  and  in  the  Cumulative 
Case,  Section  IV.H.  Many  effects  would  be  the  same  for  a  gas  pipeline  except  for  a  potential  oil  spill.  The 
analysis  of  the  effects  of  gas  pipelines  is  tiered  from  the  analysis  in  the  BIS  sections  noted. 

If  and  when  it  becomes  economical  to  export  from  the  North  Slope,  any  gas  production  and  transportation 
development  would  require  legal  authorization,  environmental  analysis,  and  a  review.  Specific  information 
about  pipeline  routes,  roads  (if  new  construction  is  necessary),  associated  facilities,  and  potential  effects 
would  be  addressed  in  documents  that  may  be  required  for  such  a  project. 

1660-181 

The  use  of  "temporary"  to  describe  the  period  during  which  particular  effects  will  be  evident  generally  does 
not  imply  for  the  life  of  the  field.  Instead,  it  implies  until  an  adjustinent  is  made  by  the  affected 
individual(s);  for  example,  movement  of  a  breeding  bird  to  adjacent  suitable  habitat  if  a  structure  is  located 
in  its  usual  area.  The  activity  could  result  in  a  delay  or  loss  of  productivity  for  that  year  and  still  be 
considered  temporary  at  the  population  level.  Any  loss  of  habitat  could  be  considered  permanent,  if  the 
offending  structure  is  not  successfully  removed  or  the  area  rehabilitated.  Usually,  the  loss  of  habitat  would 
not  be  considered  a  permanent  loss  of  productivity. 

1660-182 

Section  II.F.7  proposes  creation  of  an  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  to  coordinate  the 
respective  agencies'  research  and  monitoring  efforts  and  to  offer  advice  to  lessees  on  research  and 
inonitoring.  The  team  will  consult  with  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  in  designing  research  and 
monitoring  efforts. 

1660-183 

The  document  has  been  reviewed  and  cited  references  are  included  in  the  Bibliography. 
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American  Bird  Conservancy 

COMSERVtNC  WILD  BIRDS  AND  THEIR  HABITATS  THHOUC-HOUT  THf  A\V£RICAS 


March  4,  1998 


Mr,  Gent  Terland 
NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  West  7th  Ave. 
Anchorage,  AK  995 1 3-7599 


Dear  Mr.  Terland: 


RE;  NPR-A  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


The  American  Bird  Conservancy  wishes  to  provide  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft 
Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A)  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  The  American  Bird  Conservancy  is  a  private,  non-profit  organization 
dedicated  to  the  conservation  of  birds  in  the  Americas,  ABC's  Policy  Council  has  70  member 
organizations  including  the  Environmental  Defense  Fund,  National  Wildlife  Federation,  National 
Audubon  Society,  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  American  Orailhologists  Union,  and  the  Peregrine 
Fund.  We  are  the  U.S.  affiliate  of  Bird  Life  International  and  have  partner  organizations  in  78 
nations. 

Many  of  oin  member  organi7iitions'  representatives  enjoy  viewing  and  studying  the  millions  of 
birds  migrating  each  year  from  Arctic  nesting,  molting,  and  staging  areas  to  feeding  stopovers 
arid  wintering  areas  in  the  continental  U.S.  and  elsewhere  in  the  world.  Our  members  have  a 
keen  interest  in  what  happens  to  critical  bird  habitats  in  NPR-A.  We  submit  these  comments  to 
express  our  concerns  over  tlie  serious  disruption  of  critical  habitat  for  many  avian  species.  Both 
the  Hawk  Mountain  Sancturay  and  New  Jersey  Audubon  Society  have  asked  us  to  add  their 
names  to  tliis  letter. 

GENEKAL  COMMENTS. 

Oil  leasing  and  development  in  NPR-A  may  greatly  affect  the  public  vahies  of  migratory  bird 
resources  well  beyond  the  North  Slope,  yet  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  fails  to  fiijly 
describe  the  relationship  of  the  birds  using  the  Nonheasl  planning  area  with  their  breeding  and 
wintering  ranges.  The  lack  of  impact  analysis  regarding  the  national  and  international  values  of 
waterfowl,  shorcbirds.  and  other  birds  is  a  major  deficiency  in  the  NPR-A  Draft  EIS  (DEIS).  We~ 
are  particularly  concerned  that  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  discuss  how  U,S,  obligations  under 

international  treaties  and  agreements  for  the  protection  of  shared  resources  will  be  met  by  the    

proposed  management  alternatives.  The  DEIS  also  neglects  to  discuss  the  effects  of  industrial 
development  in  NPR-A  on  regional  agreements  such  as  the  Ytikon-Kuskokwim  Delta  Goose 
Management  Plan  and  waterfowl  flyway  management  plans. 


1250  24th  Street  NJVV,  Siiirt  400  •  Whshimctc^n,  DC    •2011.1/' 
Phtoe:  202-778-9666  •  Fax:  202-775-9778  ■  E-maiu  AUcSADcmmjfom; 
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We  are  concerned  that  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  in  the  National  Petroleum 

Reserve  Alaska  pose  a  wide  array  of  potentially  significant  adverse  effects  to  bird  populations 
and  the  ecosystems  they  rely  on  for  critical  stages  in  their  life  cycle.  The  fast-track  planning 
process  has  not  given  adequate  scientific  study  or  thorough  impact  assessment  on  tlw  range  of 
issues  that  may  adversely  affect  the  diversity  of  migratoiy  birds  and  their  habitats.  No  new  field 
smdies  on  birds  were  conducted  for  this  DEIS  and  much  of  the  informaUon  relied  upon  even  for 
rare  and  endangered  species,  was  decades  old.  The  DEIS  fails  to  disclose  a  host  of  negative 
direct,  mduccl.  and  cumulative  effects  to  birds  and  their  habitats  from  roads,  gravel  mining 
contaminants,  and  the  duration  or  intensity  of  potential  aerial  and  ground  disturbances 
Furthermore,  there  is  no  supporting  scientific  evidence  provided  for  the  conclusions  regarding 
impacts  to  birds,  nor  evidence  that  a  comprehensive  literature  review  of  the  relevant  data  on  bird 
resources  was  done. 

We  are  concerned  that  adequate  analysis  of  impacts  of  industrial  development  on  a  wide 
diversity  of  neotropical  migratory  birds  and  their  habitats  was  not  completed  for  thi«  DEIS 
despite  the  significance  of  the  planning  area  for  bird  nesting  and  migratory  staging.  Withiti  U« 
NPR-A,  alii  3  of  the  vertebrate  species  ranked  by  the  Alaska  Natural  Heritage  Program  as  facing 
imminent  or  long-teim  population  threats  are  birds:  Spectacled  Eider,  Stcller's  Eider  Black 
Guillemot  Buif-brcasled  Sandpiper,  Red  Knot,  White-rumped  Sandpiper,  Bar-tailed  Godwit 
StiU  Sandpiper,  Baird's  Sandpiper,  Yellow-billed  Loon,  Bluethroat,  Arctic  Peregrine  Falcon  and 
Oyrfalcon  (Wilbor,  1 997).    Although  the  NPR-A  comprises  a  significant  portion  of  the  breeding 
range  for  these  species  m  Alaska,  there  is  little  or  no  infonnation  on  habitat  use  and  distribuUon 
for  SIX  of  these  species  in  NPR-A.  This  basic  scientific  information  is  needed  in  order  to  conduct 
a  meaningflil  assessment  of  potential  impacts  of  oil  leasing. 

Thwe  Is  reason  for  concern  about  the  negative  effects  on  neotropical  migrants  from  oil  field 
roads  and  other  habitat  loss  because  declines  have  been  documented  for  such  habitats  that  are 
scarce  in  the  region.  The  DEIS  fails  to  present  existing  scientific  data  on  decreased  nesting  or 
breeding  season  densities  due  to  Pnidhoe  Bay  roads  for  birds  including  Lesser  Golden-plover 
Semipalraated  Sandpiper.  Pectoral  Sandpiper,  Dunlin,  Stilt  Sandpiper,  BufT-brcasted  Sandpip^ 
and  Red  Phalaropc  (Troy,  1993).  Semipalmated  Sandpiper  nesting  density  declines  of  40%  next 
to  major  oil  field  roads  have  been  documented  aroy,  1 993).  Altliough  the  DEIS  claims  that 
there  will  not  be  an  extensive  road  network  built  for  NPR-A  oil  fields,  this  assumption  seems 
unrealistic  based  on  past  practices,  and  potential  effects  of  such  significance  should  not  be 
Ignored. 

The  American  Bird  Conservancy  recognizes  the  international  significance  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
and  Colville  River  Special  Areas  for  migratory  birds  and  other  wildlife.    The  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Special  Area  has  especially  high  values  to  migratoiy  birds  and  caribou.  The  Colville  River 
Special  Area,  togettier  with  the  tributary  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukmk  River  systems,  supports 
remarkable  concentrations  of  songbirds  and  birds  of  prey,  lliis  Colville  River  Area  is  amongst 
the  most  important  breedmg  habitats  for  raptors  in  North  America  The  special  namraj  values  of 
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these  areas  and  potential  negative  effects  of  oil  development  were  not  adequately  described  by 
the  DEIS,  as  we  outline  below  in  greater  delail. 

We  find  that  a  prescription  for  pentianenl  protection  of  sensitive  wildlife  habitats  is  lacking  from 
the  DEIS  alternatives.  The  two  Special  Areas  within  the  planning  area  were  recognized  by 
Congress  for  their  special  importance  in  1976  and  were  established  by  the  Interior  Secretary  in 
1977.  The  sensitive  and  threatened  species  associated  with  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  At«a, 
along  with  its  significance  to  large  numbers  of  nesting  and  molting  waterfowl--  including  the 
unique  molt  migration  area  for  the  Pacific  Black  Branl  populalion-worranis  prohibition  of 
leasing  and  all  industrial  activities  in  the  Special  Area.  The  ecosystem  of  the  Colville  River  and 
its  major  tributaries,  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosuknik,  deserves  more  substantial  protection  fium 
industrial  activities  than  the  nanow  strip  proposed  for  no  leasing  in  the  DEIS. 

We  find  that  a  full  range  of  alternative  management  actions  has  not  been  proposed  in  the  DEIS; 
most  notably  none  would  offer  permanent  protection  to  the  internationally  significant  bird 
habitats  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas,  and  other  important  bird 
habitats.  Therefore,  we  urge  the  BLM  to  adopt  a  new  alternative  with  no  leasing  and  providing 
permanent  protection  to  these  Special  Areas  and  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosuknik  River  systems. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Teshekpuk  Lake  Waietshed  -  watcrbird  nesting.  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  watershed  and  other 
coastal  plain  wetlands  provide  nesting  habitat  for  Northern  Pintails,  Oldsquaw,  King  Eiders, 
Black  Brant,  Greater  Wliite-fi-ontcd  Geese,  Canada  Gecsc.  Tundra  Swans,  and  three  species  of 
loons  (Pacific,  Red-throated,  and  the  rare  Yellow-billed).  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area 
encompasses  tlie  major  calving  grounds  for  the  25,000  animal  Teshekpuk  caribou  herd.  Most  of 
the  existing  breeding  habitat  for  the  Spectacled  Eider  is  found  within  the  NPR-A  and  areas  of 
higher  concentrations  are  found  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  Although  there  have 
been  annual  breeding  pair  surveys  done  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Senice  tliat  have  collected 
data  on  this  species,  tliete  have  not  been  recent  ground  nesting  sur>'cys  within  the  NPR-A. 
Furthermore,  the  results  of  an  on-going  analysis  of  the  relationship  between  mapped  vegetation 
types  and  the  breeding  pair  data  being  conducted  jointly  by  the  BLM  and  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service  has  not  been  completed 

Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area-  goose  molting.  The  molting  habitat  found  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
wetlands  is  unique  and  has  international  significance.  This  area  has  been  formally  designated  as 
an  Important  Bird  Area  by  American  Bird  Conservancy.  We  are  especially  concerned  about  the 
potential  impacts  of  oil  development  to  Pacific  Black  Brant  because  this  species  is  threatened  by 
human  disturbance  and  development  throughout  its  range  m  the  U.S..  Canada,  and  Mexico. 
During  the  1950's  and  1960's,  human  harassment  ;md  disturbance  fi:om  boaters  and  others  were 
rcloted  to  the  displacement  of  wintering  populations  of  Brant  from  bays  m  Calilbmia,  Oregon, 
and  Washington  (Denson  and  Murrell  1962,  Einarsen  1965,  Chattin  1970,  Smith  and  Jensen 
1970.  Henry  1080;  ciuid  by  Ward  and  Sieiuu  1989).  At  present,  the  major  fall  staging  area  at 
Izembek  National  Wildlife  Refuge  along  Ala.ska's  coa.5t  is  also  threatened  by  potential 
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Congressional  action  to  allow  a  proposed  road  through  critical  feeding  habitats.  Each  year, 
nearly  22%  of  the  world's  Pacific  Brant  population  migrates  to  molt  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area, 
fattening  up  on  lush  wetland  plants  next  to  large  deep  lakes  (King  and  Hodges  1979;  Bollinger 
andDerksen  1996).  The  Teshekpuk  area  is  also  an  important  molting  area  for  Greater 
White-fronted  Geese,  Canada  Geese,  and  Snow  Geese.  An  average  of  37,000  geese  of  these  4 
species  use  the  area  annually  (King,  1 997).    There  is  no  other  comparable  area  with  the 
combination  of  low-lying  lakes,  lush  vegetation  and  freedom  from  disturbance  availabi?  to  this 
Brant  population  along  Alaska's  northern  coast  (Weller  et  al.  1994).  Biological  research  carried 
out  since  the  last  NPR-A  lease  sales  has  further  documented  the  critical  importance  of  this  area  to 
Black  Brant,  other  waterfowl,  and  caribou.  Studies  of  disturbance  to  Brant  now  provide  even 
more  reason  for  concern  about  the  potential  effects  of  oil  exploration  and  development  in  this 
unique  migratory  molting  area,  contrary  to  the  unsubslantiated  conclusions  of  tlie  DEIS. 
Intensive  studies  on  Brant  habitat  use,  energetics  and  disturbance  were  conducted  by  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  university  biologist?  during  the  late  1 980's  (Bolingcr  and  Dcrksen 
1996, Jen3onI990,Miller!994,  Taylor  1993,  Wellerctal.  1994).  These  studies  further 
documented  the  sensi^ve  nature  of  these  unique  wetlands,  their  importance  to  the  entire  Pacific 
Brant  population,  and  the  susceptibility  of  Brant  to  dismrbance  from  helicopters  and  ground 
disturbance  (Derksen  et  al.  1979, 1982;  Jenson  1990). 

Studies  documenting  significant  behavioral  effects  to  Brant  from  helicopter  overflights  (Derksen 
el  al.  1992)  found  that  molting  Brant  did  not  habituate  to  repeated  aircraft  disturbances  (Jensen 
1990).  A  scientific  model  developed  for  this  area  found  that  up  to  25%  of  the  flightless,  molting 
population  could  experience  ■^■eight-loss  which  in  turn  could  affect  their  migration  success 
(MlUet  1994) ,  Otlier  studies  have  dociunenled  that  Brant  are  sensitive  to  fixed  wing  aircraft,  as 
well  as  helicopters,  and  to  human  groimd  dislurbonces  (Ward  aiid  Stelm.  1 989)    In  tlie  event  that 
oil  fields  ate  developed  without  comiecting  roads,  there  will  he  greatly  increased  levels  of  aircraft 
access  needed  compared  with  existing  North  Slope  oil  fields.  This  increased  air  traffic  has  rot 
been  adequately  analyzed  in  the  DEIS.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS  fails  to  discuss  differences  in  the 
potential  energetic  consequences  of  disturbance  to  the  Pacific  Black  Brant  population,  which 
undergoes  a  lengthy  molt  migration  (Owen,  1980)  to  reach  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  compared 
witli  swdies  of  North  Slope  nesting  Brant. 

In  addition  to  the  effects  of  disturbance  and  oil  pollution,  major  modifications  of  wetlands 
hydrology  through  road  building,  water  use,  grave!  mining  at  the  lake  shores,  or  flooding  are 
likely  to  induce  major  morphological  changes  in  the  lake  systems  (Weller  and  Derksen  1979). 
Although  there  have  been  some  technological  advances  in  oil  field  developments,  Ihere  is  no 
evidence  that  the  fundamental  risks  from  habitat  fi-agmentation,  degradation  of  feeding  habitat 
quality,  and  ground  and  air  disturbance  could  be  acceptably  reduced. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  provide  scientific  documentation  or  adequate  rationale  that  leasing  could  be 
allowed  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  '■in  a  manner  which  will  assure  the  maximum 
protection  of  3uch  surface  values  to  the  exieat  consistent  with  the  NPR-A  of  1976"  The 
sripulalions  are  inadequate  mitigation  because  they  can  be  vvaived  or  exempted  even  in  the  goose 
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moiling  areas    (n  fact,  there  are  no  prohibitions  against  building  pipelines  across  the  prime  goose 
feeding  grounds.  Roads,  airports,  gravel  mines,  doclcs,  prcKessing  plants  and  other  facilities  are 
not  strictly  prohibited  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  Therefore,  to  ensure  maximum 
protection  of  these  intemntionally  unique  resomces,  as  is  required  by  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserves  Production  Act,  we  recommend  prohibiting  leasing  and  all  industrial  activities  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 

Colvilk  River  Special  Area.  The  spectacularly  wild  ColviUe  River  is  the  largest  of  the  rivers 
flowing  to  the  Arctic  Ocean  in  Alaska.  If  has  spectacular  cliffs  and  a  huge  riparian  area  which 
attracts  much  wildlife.  The  ColviUe  River,  together  with  the  tributary  Kikiakrorak  and 
Kogosukruk  River  systems,  supports  remarkable  concentrations  of  songbirds  in  riparian  willow 
thickets  and  birds  of  pn:y.  The  raptors  include  sixty  nesting  pairs  of  Arctic  Peregrine  Falcons,  up 
to  tliiity  nesting  pairs  of  Gyrfalcons,  and  100  pairs  of  Rough-legged  HawLs,  all  nesting  in 
diverse  sites  on  the  well-developed  bluffs.  These  are  among  the  best  nesting  .sites  on  the  North 
Slope.    The  ColviUe  River  continues  to  support  a  substantia!  portion  of  the  Arctic  Peregrine 
Falcons  nesting  in  the  U.S.  and  all  Gyrfalcons  nesting  in  the  U.S.  The  ColviUe  and  these 
tributaries  also  provide  important  habitat  for  moose,  brown  hears,  wolves,  and  wolverines  and  at 
least  twenty  species  of  anadromous  and  freshwater  fish.  It  is  vital  for  subsistence  and  is  a 
spectacular  scenic  area  with  tremendous  recreation  values  for  remote,  wildemess  experiences. 
The  Colvillc  River  should  be  reconunended  for  "Wild  River"  designation  to  Congress,  as  that 
could  give  some  measure  of  interim  protection,  but  permanent  protection  is  also  needed  beyond 
the  1/4-1/2  mile  strip  of  land  proposed  by  the  DEIS.  We  recommend  no  leasing  and  permanent 
protection  for  the  entire  special  area  in  order  to  provide  an  adequate  buffer  between  tliesc  bird 
habitats  and  oil  and  gas  development.  We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the  potential  demand 
for  gravel  from  the  ColviUe  River  Toodplain,  as  there  are  few  identified  gravel  sources  within 
NPR-A.  Also  of  serious  concern  are  the  cumulative  effects  on  critical  riparian  bird  habitats  from 
adjacent  habitats  outside  the  NPR-A  boundaries. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

In  conclusion,  we  recommend  major  revisions  to  the  integrated  activity  plan/environmental 
impact  statement  in  order  to  adequately  protect  migratory  bird  resources.  We  have  suggested 
inclusion  of  scientific  literature  reviews  and  impact  analysis  and  new  plajis  for  management 
actions.  We  urge  you  to  support  a  new  alternative  that  would  provide  permanent  protection  to 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  ColviUe  River  Special  Areas,  plus  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk 
River  systems,  in  order  to  adequately  protect  internationally  significant  bird  habitats. 
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Sincerely, 


George  H.  Fenwick,  Ph.D. 
President 


Also  submitted  for;  Cynthia  Lcnhart,  Directror 

Hawk  Mountain  Sanctuary  Association 
1 700  Hawk  Mountain  Road 
Kempton,  PA  19S19 

Richard  Kane,  Vice  President  for  Conservation 
New  Jersay  Audubon  .Society 
P.O.  Box  693 
Bemardsville,  NJ  07924 
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1661-001 

Concerns  regarding  treaty  obligations  and  interests  of  stakeholders  outside  the  Beaufort  Sea  region  are 
addressed  in  Response  1450-001.  Text  regarding  this  topic  has  been  added  to  Sections  III.B.4  and 
IV.C.8.b(5). 

1661-002 

Please  see  Response  1 66 1  -00 1 . 

1661-003 

We  believe  that  the  schedule  for  producing  the  lAP/EIS  has  afforded  adequate  time  to  analyze  the 
resources,  the  uses  of  the  planning  area,  the  impacts  future  activities  may  have  on  them,  and  to  gather 
and  consider  public  input. 

1661-004 

Potentially  adverse  effects  from  the  presence  of  roads,  gravel  mining,  oil  contamination,  and  aerial  and 
ground  disturbances  are  discussed  in  Sections  IV. B. 8,  fV.C.S,  1V.F.8,  and  IV. G. 8.  Conclusive  evidence 
for  these  effects,  or  the  comprehensive  information  that  would  allow  their  accurate  determination  is 
lacking  for  most  species.  A  thorough  literature  review  was  undertaken  to  support  the  statements  in  these 
sections;  however,  references  with  peripheral  information  or  that  duplicate  other  works  are  not  cited  in 
the  interest  of  making  the  document  more  readable  by  eliminating  long  sequences  of  citations. 

1661-OOS 

Bird  species  that  are  considered  unlikely  to  breed  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  or  of  probable 
rare  occurrence  were  not  included  in  our  analysis.  The  red  knot,  white-rumped  sandpiper,  and  bluethroat 
generally  are  listed  as  casual  visitant,  accidental,  or  uncommon  migrants  (Derksen,  et  al.,  1981;  Johnson 
and  Herter,  1989),  and  observations  generally  are  more  common  west  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A  area. 
Given  this  low  level  of  occurrence,  it  is  unlikely  that  oil  and  gas  activities  would  cause  adverse  effects  to 
more  than  an  insignificant  proportion  of  the  population.  Black  guillemots  are  marine  birds  and  thus  not 
likely  to  be  adversely  affected  by  primarily  onshore  activities.  They  are  uncommon  except  at  Cooper 
Island  to  the  west,  where  their  presence  has  been  artificially  enhanced.  Substantive  biological 
information  is  scant  for  many  species  that  occur  on  the  arctic  plain,  although  those  that  occur  in  the  area 
from  Teshekpuk  Lake  to  east  of  Prudhoe  Bay  have  received  comparatively  greater  attention. 
Additionally,  environmental  assessments  as  required  by  NEPA  will  be  conducted  in  the  future  when  site- 
specific  exploration  and  development  proposals  are  made. 

1661-006 

The  information  cited  regarding  the  lack  of  analysis  on  the  effects  of  road  presence  on  various  shorebird 
species  is  in  Section  IV.C.S.b. 

1661-007 

It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  the  scale  of  development  in  the  NPR-A  before  conducting  an 
extensive  exploration  program  to  discover  commercial-sized  fields.  Our  resource  assessment  has 
indicated  that  a  relatively  small  number  C<5  fields)  is  expected  to  result  from  the  first  phase  of 
exploration  if  the  entire  NPR-A  area  is  open.  The  average  expected  size  of  future  commercial  oil  fields 
is  approximately  250  MMbbl  (see  Tables  IV.  A.  I  .b-4  through  b-7).  With  fields  of  this  size,  many  cost- 
savings  strategies  will  be  employed  to  make  any  discovery  economically  viable.  One  important  cost- 
saving  strategy  is  to  minimize  construction  costs  by  designing  small  production  pad  footprints  and  no 
permanent  gravel  roads.  A  gravel  road  network  throughout  the  NPR-A  is  very  unlikely  because  of 
modest  expected  field  sizes,  wet-tundra  terrain,  and  the  lack  of  known  gravel  sources.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  stipulation  48  imposes  significant  restrictions  on  gravel  road  construction  in  the  planning 
area.  Past  practices  on  the  North  Slope  are  not  a  good  indicator  of  future  development  strategies  in  the 
NPR-A.  The  scale  of  expected  development  in  the  NPR-A  is  many  times  smaller  than  the  existing 
infrastnicture  (older  technology)  supporting  the  production  of  17  BbbI  of  oil  in  the  core  area  of  the  North 
Slope. 
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1661-008 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -058. 

1661-009 

We  believe  that  effects  of  air  traffic  are  discussed  in  Sections  rV.B.8.a(2)  and  rV.C.8.b(l)(b),  citing  the  same 

references  that  are  given  in  the  comment.  There  is  little  doubt  that  air  traffic  will  increase  if  oil  and  gas 

development  occurs.  It  is  likely  to  mainly  be  fixed-wing,  which  is  less  disturbing  to  geese  than  helicopters, 

and  any  estimates  of  the  quantity  of  air  traffic  at  this  point  would  be  speculative.  The  EIS  discusses 

energetic  consequences  of  disturbance  (Sec.  rV.C.8.b(l)).    A  model  that  estimates  the  immediate  effect  of  This  Side  Blank 

disturbance  (weight  loss)  has  been  calculated  only  for  brant.  The  ultimate  effect  of  such  loss  on  survival, 

successful  migration  to  their  staging  or  wintering  areas,  or  recruitment  of  subadults  into  the  breeding 

population  is  considerably  beyond  the  capability  of  current  datasets;  hence,  the  lack  of  such  discussion  in 

this  EIS. 

1661-010 

The  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Special  Area,  including  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  The  Alternative  would  prohibit  permanent  oil  and  gas 
facilities  in  that  and  adjacent  portions  of  the  Special  Area.  For  additional  discussion  of  the  effectiveness  of 
stipulations,  see  Response  1664-028.  For  additional  discussion  of  "maximum  protection,"  see  Response 
1851-056. 

1661-011 

The  PrefeiTed  Alternative  prohibits  leasing  in  nearly  all  of  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  for  the  life  of  the  lAP. 
No  oil  and  gas  exploration  or  development  activities  or  construction  of  facilities  such  as  pipelines  is  allowed 
in  this  area.  Permanent  facilities  within  the  remaining  portion  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  are 
specifically  restricted  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  27,  29  through  48,  67,  70,  and  78. 
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ARCO  Alaska,  Inc 

Post  Office  Brjic  ^00360 
Ancfiorage  Alaska  99510-0360 
Telephone  907  263  45B7 
Fax  907  2b5  5339 

fjlichaei  A.  Richie; 
Vice  President 
Exploralicn  and  L^nd 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  West  Seventh  Ave. 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 


March  12,  1998 


ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.  ("ARCO")  submits  the  following  Executive  Summary  of  our 
comments  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  ("BLM's")  "Draft  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement"  ("DEIS")  for  the  Northeast  Planning  Area 
("Planning  Area")  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  ("Petroleum  Reserve"). 
ARCO's  detailed  comments  follow  this  Executive  Summary. 

The  Petroleum  Reserve  was  established  for  the  purpose  of  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  development  and  production.  The  Petroleum  Reserve  was  established 
over  70  years  ago  and  has  undergone  several  periods  of  exploration  and  drilling  in 
response  to  Presidential,  Congressional  and  federal  agency  actions.  Over  18,000  miles  of 
seismic  data  have  been  acquired  and  more  than  100  exploration  and  appraisal  wells  have 
been  drilled  within  the  Petroleum  Reserve. 

The  hydrocarbon  potential  of  the  Alaska  Petroleum  Reserve  has  been 
confirmed  by  recent  exploration  success  on  the  North  Slope.  Although  no 
commercial  oil  fields  have  yet  been  found  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  lower  costs,  new 
geologic  concepts  and  new  technologies  like  3D  seismic  and  extended  reach  drilling  have 
combined  to  lower  the  size  at  which  oil  Gelds  are  commercial  and  to  lower  the 
exploration  risk  in  finding  the  fields.  It  is  very  likely  that  if  leasing  is  resumed  in  the 
Petroleum  Reserve,  exploration  programs  will  enjoy  similar  success  to  that  enjoyed 
elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope  in  the  past  ten  years,  where  one  in  three  prospects  has 
yielded  a  discovery  and  more  than  1 .6  billion  barrels  of  oil  have  been  found. 

Oil  exploration,  development  and  production  is  compatible  with 
wildlife,  habitat  and  the  traditional  uses  of  the  land  found  within  the  Planning  Area. 

ARCO  believes  that  by  using  appropriate  new  operational  technology,  combined  with  the 
over  80  proposed  stipulations  in  the  DEIS,  that  oil  and  gas  can  be  extracted  from  any  part 
of  the  Planning  Area  without  hann  to  fish  and  wildlife  populations  and  without 
interruption  of  the  traditional  uses  of  the  land.    During  the  past  25  years,  studies  have 
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generated  extensive  and  detailed  information  on  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas  production  on 
the  behavior  of  arctic  fish  and  wildlife,  and  on  their  habitats.  The  knowledge  gained 
from  these  studies  has  enabled  government  to  prescribe  specific  operational  requirements 
and  restrictions  to  eliminate  detrimental  impacts. 

The  proposed  deletions  in  Alternatives  B,  C  and  D  signiflcantly 
reduce  the  chance  of  a  commercial  discovery  of  oU  and  gas.  The  Planning  Area 
represents  only  20%  of  the  entire  area  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve.  It  is 
particularly  important  that  BLM  include  in  the  first  lease  sale  the  high  prospectivity 
acreage  that  occurs  in  a  25  mile  wide  strip  of  land  along  the  coast.  During  the 
exploration  that  has  been  conducted  on  the  North  Slope  over  the  past  10  years,  all 
commercial  hydrocarbon  discoveries  have  occurred  within  25  miles  of  the  coast. 
Conversely,  none  of  the  exploration  in  areas  South  of  the  25-mile  line  since  1950  has 
yielded  commercial  quantities  of  oil  or  gas.  Exclusion  of  this  high  prospectivity  acreage 
from  the  land  available  for  leasing  will  sharply  diminish  the  chances  of  new  oil  and  gas 
production  from  the  National  Petrolctun  Reserve. 

Resumption  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve 
Alaska  will  create  significant  benefits  for  the  local,  state  and  national  economies. 

Potentially  significant  bonus  bids,  rents,  royalties,  corporate  and  other  taxes  will  be  paid 
to  both  the  state  and  fisderal  governments  as  the  result  of  a  lease  sale  and  production  of 
hydrocarbons.  Significant  property  taxes  will  be  paid  to  the  North  Slope  Borough.  In 
addition,  jobs  and  business  opportunities  will  be  created  on  the  North  Slope,  in  Alaska 
and  throughout  the  U.S.  ARCO  believes  that  domestic  oil  production  is  vital  to  our 
economy.  Exploration  and  development  in  prospective  areas  like  the  Petroleum  Reserve 
is  necessary  if  the  U.S.  is  to  continue  to  produce  a  significant  portion  of  the  oil  it 
consumes.  Because  the  exploration  and  development  in  this  more  remote  area  is  likely  to 
take  a  decade  or  longer  to  complete  before  production  can  commence,  it  is  necessary  that 
BLM  act  now  so  that  oil  production  may  commence  early  in  the  next  centiuy. 

In  conclusion,  BLM  should  resume  leasing  in  the  entire  Planning 
Area.  ARCO  believes  that  the  legal,  environmental  and  geologic  data  available  to  the 
BLM  justifies  the  selection  of  Alternative  E. 

Thank  you  for  this  opporttmity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Michael  A.  Richter 
Vice  President 
Exploration  &  Land 
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ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.  ("ARCO")  submits  the  following  comments  on  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management's  ("BLM's")  "Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact 
Statement"  ("DEIS")  for  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  ("Planning  Area")  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  ("Petroleum  Reserve"), 


A.         Congress  Has  Mandated  Expeditious  Oil  And  Gas  Development  In  The 
Petroleum  Reserve 


The  Petroleum  Reserve  encompasses  approximately  37,000  square  miles  (23 
million  acres)  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska.  In  1 923,  by  Executive  Order,  President  Harding  set 
aside  or  "reserved"  tlic  public  land  within  the  present  boundaries  of  the  Petroleum  Reser\'e  for 
the  purpose  of  oil  and  gas  production,  but  only  for  military  use  during  wartime  by  the  United 
States  Navy.'  For  this  reason,  the  Petroleum  Reserve  was  originally  known  as  the  "Naval 
Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska."  The  Petroleum  Reserve  was  the  fourth  area  so  "reserved." 

In  1976,  the  Naval  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976  ("the  Production  Act")^ 
transferred  jurisdiction  over  the  Petroleum  Reserve  from  the  Navy  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  ("DOI")  which  renamed  the  Petroleum  Reserve  the  "National  Petroleum  Reserve  in 
Alaska."  The  Production  Act  mandated  development  of  the  four  naval  petroleum  reserves  "in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  total  energy  needs  of  the  Nation  . . .  ."^  The  Production  Act  lifted  the 
restrictions  that  prohibited  production  for  purpo.ses  other  than  wartime  use  and  directed  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  maximize  production  from  the  three  reserves  located  in  the 


contiguous  United  States.*  Recognizing  that  development  of  the  Alaska  Petroleum  Reserve 
would  not  be  feasible  for  several  years  because  of  the  absence  of  transportation,''  Congress 
withdrew  all  land  located  within  the  Petroleum  Reserve  "from  all  forms  of  entry  and  disposition" 
under  the  public  land  and  mineral  leasing  laws'  and  required  extensive  study  and  exploration  of 
the  Petroleum  Reserve's  petroleum,  environmeittal,  wildlife  and  scenic  resources.^  In  the 
interim,  the  Production  Act  expressly  prohibited  any  "development  leading  to  the  production  of 
petroleum  from  the  reserve  . . .  until  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress,"^ 

In  1 980,  as  part  of  President  Carter's  policy  to  accelerate  domestic  oil  production, 
the  DOI  Appropriations  Act  rescinded  the  withdrawal  of  Petroleum  Reser\'e  lands,  lifted  the  ban 
on  activities  related  to  petroleum  development  and  directed  DOI  to  conduct  "an  expeditious 
program  of  competitive  leasing  of  oil  and  gas"  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve.    The  DOI 
Appropriations  Act  also  provided  that  the  detailed  studies  conducted  pursuant  to  the  Production 
Act  would  satisfy  (he  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA")  for  the 
firNt  two  million  acres  propo.sed  to  be  lea.sed. 

BI.M  conducted  its  first  and  second  lease  sales  in  1982  and  1983,  respectively. 
Because  subsequent  sales  were  not  exempt  from  NEPA  compliance,  ELM  initiated  an 


Exec.  Order  No.  3797-A  (Feb.  27,  1923). 

Pub.  1.,  No.  94-2.'S8,  90  Stat.  303  §§   101-107  (codified  as  amended  at  42  U.S.C.  §§  6.W1-6508). 

H.R.  Rep.  No.  81,  pt.  1  al  2  (1975),  repriiMrl  in  1976  U.S.C.C.A.N.  at  492. 


Pub.  L.  No.  94-258  §  201,  90 StaL  30.1,  307-08  (1976)  (amending  lOU.S.C.  §  7422). 

H.R.  Rep.  No.  81,  pt.  1  at  8  (1975),  reprinrcd  i-i  1976  U.S.C.C.A.N.  at  498 

42  U.S.C.  §  6502. 

42  U.S.C.  §  6505(b),  (c). 

42  U.S.C.  §  6504(a). 

Pub.  L.  No.  96-514,  94  Slat,  2957,  2964  (1980)  (codified  at  42  U.S.C.  S   6508). 

Id. 
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Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("EIS")  for  additional  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Reserve.^'  The 

prefencd  allemalive  identified  in  the  Final  EIS  was  to  conduct  five  additional  sales  between 

1983  and  1987  of  an  average  of  two  million  acres  per  sale.'^  The  preferred  allemative  also 

identified  several  environmentally  sensitive  areas  to  be  deferred  or  deleted  from  leasing.  '   The 

third  sale  was  held  in  July  1983.  In  July  1984,  a  fourth  sale  offering  64  tracts  totaling  1.5  million 

acres  attracted  no  bids  and  a  fifth  Petroleum  Reserve  sale  scheduled  for  1985  was  canceled.  All 

leaseholds  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  have  now  expired. 

Although  the  state  of  the  mt  in  oil  exploration  in  the  early  1 980s  did  not  result  in 

the  discovery  of  commercial  quanlilies  of  oil,  new  techniques,  such  as  3D  seismic,  as  well  as 

more  efficient  production  techniques,  increase  the  likelihood  that  commercial  quantities  of 

hydrocarbons  can  now  be  found. 

B.         Oil  And  Gas  Development  In  The  Petroleum  Reserve  Will  Have  Significant 
Economic  Benefits 

The  United  States  economy  will  benefit  significantly  from  additional  domestic  oil 
production.  Slightly  lower  U.S.  crude  oil  production  combined  with  a  strong  increase  in  oil 
demand  led  the  United  Stales  lo  import  8.5  million  bbl/d  of  oil  (on  a  net  basis)  in  1996.  During 
the  first  8  months  of  1997,  U.S.  net  imports  of  crude  oil  and  refined  petroleum  products  were  9.0 
million  bbl/d,  up  4.7%  from  the  same  period  in  1996.  Tlie.se  oil  imports  represented  48%  of  U.S. 
oil  consumption.' 


See  Final  HIS  Petroleum  Reserve. 

Final  EIS  Petroleum  Reserve  at  v. 

See  Final  EIS  Petroleum  Reserve.  Plate  1 . 

U.S.  Energy  Information  Agency,  Country  Analysis  Briefs,  United  Stales  of  America. 


Without  question,  this  level  of  dependence  on  foreign  oil  is  inconsistent  with  the 

United  States'  national  security  interests.  In  a  March,  1998  special  report  published  in  Scientific 

American,  Campbell  and  Laherrere  conclude, 

"Meanwhile  global  demand  for  oil  is  currently  rising  at 
more  than  2  percent  a  year.  Since  1985,  energy  use  is  up  about  30 
percent  in  Latin  America,  40  percent  in  Africa  and  50  percent  in 
Asia.  The  Energy  Information  Administration  forecasts  that 
worldwide  demand  for  oil  will  tncrea.se  60  percent  (to  about  40 
Gbo  a  year)  by  2020. 

The  switch  from  growlh  to  decline  in  oil  production  will 
thus  almost  certainly  create  economic  and  political  tension.  Unless 
alternatives  to  crude  oil  quicicly  prove  themselves,  the  market  share 
of  the  OPEC  stales  in  the  Middle  East  will  rise  rapidly.  Within 
two  years,  these  nations'  share  of  the  global  oil  business  will  pass 
30  percent,  nearing  the  level  reached  during  the  oil-price  shocks  of 
the  1970s.  By  2010  their  share  will  quite  probably  hit  50  percent. 

The  world  could  thus  see  radical  increa.ses  in  oil  prices." 

Similarly,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  American  dependence  on  foreign  oil  plays  a 
significant  role  in  recent  trade  deficits.  In  1996,  the  United  States  ran  a  trade  deficit  of  $161.9 
billion;  the  value  of  oil  imported  during  that  period  was  $66  billion. ^^  There  will  also  be  direct 
substantial  economic  benefit  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  through  the  equal  sharing  of  bonus  bids, 
rentals  and  royalties  with  the  State. 

The  Stale  of  Alaska  will  benefit  from  additional  oil  production.  BUM  has 
esttmated  that  making  the  entire  Planning  Area  available  for  lease  will  have  the  following 
economic  benefits  for  the  State  of  Alaska. 

Revenue  -  S2.5  -  10  million  in  annual  royalty  revenue 


U.S.  Energy  Information  Agency,  Country  Analysis  Briefs.  United  States  of  America. 
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Taxes  -  SI. 5  -  3  million  in  property  taxes  and  $1.25  -  5  million  in 
severance  taxes  annually 

Jobs  -  10, .'500  -  21 ,000  jobs  during  7-year  exploration  and  development 
phases  (DEIS  page  rV-F-19) 


The  North  Slope  Borough  will  benefit  from  increased  oil  production.  The  BLM 
has  estimated  that  making  the  entire  Planning  Area  available  for  lease  will  increase  North  Slope 
Borough  taxes  annually  by  $6  -  12  million  and  provide  significant  job  opportunities  to  the  North 
Slope  Borough  residents.  In  addition,  Barrow  has  received  significant  benefits  from  earlier  gas 
discoveries  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve,  which  now  supply  that  community. 

Production  from  existing  North  Slope  oil  fields  is  currently  in  decline.  From  the 
time  that  the  first  production  well  was  drilled  at  Prtidhoe  Bay  through  the  end  of  1996,  the  North 
Slope  has  produced  1 1.343  Bbbl  of  oil.  DEIS  at  ni-39.  Fields  located  on  the  North  Slope 
account  for  more  than  25%  of  aU  domestic  oil  production.  DEIS  at  III-A-2.  Alaskan  crude  oil 
production  is  expected  to  fall  by  aiound  7%  in  both  1997  and  1998.  This  represents  the 
continuation  of  a  trend  which  began  in  1991.'^ 

Leasing  must  begin  now  in  order  to  maximize  the  likelihood  that  additional 
discoveries  will  be  on  line  early  in  the  next  century.  Additional  discoveries  are  needed  to 
provide  the  continued  employment  and  economic  benefits  upon  which  Alaska  and  its  rural 
populations  depend.  Moreover,  it  is  critical  to  bring  additional  discoveries  on  line  in  order  to 
maximize  production  from  existing  fields  and  to  ensure  efficient  use  of  existing  infrastructure. 

Additional  oil  production  will  support  continued  operation  of  exisUng  fields  at 
Pnidhoc  Bay  and  Kuparuk  and  efficient  u.se  of  Trans- Alaskan  Pipeline  infrastructure.  The 


U.S.  Energy  Information  Agency,  Country  Analysis  Briefs,  United  States  of  America. 


Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  ("TAPS")  achieved  maximum  daily  throughput  capacity  of  over 

2.0  MMbbl  in  1988;  currently  the  TAPS  throughput  is  approximately  1 .35  MMbbI  per  day.  TIl- 

A-3-5.  The  lower  mechanical  and  economic  limits  for  viable  TAPS  operation  are  between 

200,000  and  500,000  bbl  per  day.  "[Biased  on  the  declining  production  trends  of  existing  North 

Slope  fields,  and  without  changes  to  economic  conditions  or  the  discovery  of  major  new  oil 

fields,  the  operational  limits  of  TAPS  could  be  reached  within  the  next  20  years  ....  Renewed 

interest  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  is  an  important  part  of  strategies  to  maintain  the  TAPS 

throughput  within  acceptable  limits."  DEIS  at  rV-A-20-21.  The  production  forecast  for 

remaining  reserves  in  known  and  developed  North  Slope  fields  is  estimated  to  be  between  7.85 

Bbbl  and  15.95  Bbbl.  DEIS  at  IV-A-39. 

The  Petroleum  Reserve  has  frequently  been  identified  by  environmental  groups  as 

an  alternative  to  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  In  arguing  for  restrictions  on  leasing  in  the 

Petroleum  Reser\'e,  "environmental  groups  will  be  somewhat  hamstrung  by  their  own  arguments 

in  the  fierce  political  battles  of  recent  years  over  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  a  similarly 

vast  stretch  on  the  Arctic  C)ccan  to  the  reserve's  east.  To  block  oil  companies'  ambitions  to  drill 

there,  environmentalists  have  often  contended  that  the  refiige  should  be  spared  because  there  is 

less  sensitive  land  nearby  that  is  already  designated  an  oil  reserve."  Carey  Goldberg,  "Turmoil 

Beneath  a  Land's  Tranquility,"  The  New  York  Times,  July  13,  1997.  at  section  1,  page  12. 

C.         Both  DPI  and  Slate  of  Alaska  Studies  Indicate  That  the  Greatest  Oil  and 
Gas  Potential  Exi.sts  Near  The  Coast 

Historical  exploration  experience  over  the  last  10  years  has  shown  that  all  of  the 
North  Slope  commercial  hydrocarbon  occurrences  exist  within  25  miles  from  the  existing 
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coastline.  No  commercial  oil  or  gas  accumulations  have  so  far  been  found  to  the  south  of  this 
zone. 

Near  the  coast  (during  past  10  years) 

■  30  separate  prospects  have  been  drilled 

■  20  discoveries  (67%  of  the  prospects) 

■  15  developments  (50%  of  the  prospects) 
South  of  the  25  mile  zone  (since  1950) 

"     42  separate  prospects  drilled  to  dale 

■  6  sub-economic  gas  discoveries  ( 1 4%  of  the  prospects) 
"      1  sub-economic  oil  discovery  (2%  of  the  prospects) 

■  0  developments 

Alternatives  E  through  A  make  available  decreasing  amounts  of  acreage  within 
the  Planning  Area  for  lease. 

"  Alternative  E  -  100%  available  for  lease  sales 

■  Alternative  D  -  89%  available  for  lease  sales 

■  Alternative  C  -  74%  available  for  lease  sales 

■  Alternative  B  -  43%  available  for  lease  sales 

■  Alternative  A  -  0%  available  for  lease  sales 

BLM  acreage  numbers  are.  however,  misleading.  Clearly,  much  of  the  acreage  in 
the  Petroleum  Reserve  will  not  contain  commercial  quantities  of  oil  or  gas.  According  to  DOI, 
all  of  the  land  with  high  oil  and  gas  potential  occurs  in  the  northern  part  of  the  planning  area. 

Only  Alternatives  E  and  D  provide  any  significant  access  to  land  with  the  highest 
probability  of  petroleum  prospectivity. 

-7- 


Both  the  BLM  and  the  State  of  Alaska  agree  that  only  Alternatives  E  and  D  offer  any  significant 
access  to  high  potential  oil  and  gas  areas. 


Alaska  Division  of  Oil  and  Gas 

High  Petroleum 

Potential 

100% 

67% 
21% 


D.         BI,M  Should  Make  The  Entire  Hitjh  Prospectivity  Area  Available  For  Lease 
Because  The  Operational  Restrictions  And  Requirements  Proposed  In  The 
UEIS  Will  FuUv  Protect  Sensitive  Wildlife  And  Traditional  Lifestyles 


BLM/MMS 

Draft  EIS 

High  Oil  Potential 

Alternative  E 

100% 

Alternative  D 

71% 

Alternative  C 

36% 

1. 


Background 


Leasing  the  entire  high  prospectivity  area  will  not  have  a  significant  detrimental 
impact  on  the  environment  or  the  inhabitants  of  the  Planning  Area.  The  operational  prescriptions 
and  restrictions  -  the  stipulations  —  which  BLM  intends  to  impose  on  ihc  lessee  of  oil  or  gas 
leases  will  fully  protect  wUdlife  and  traditional  uses  of  the  land.  The  DEIS  proposes  more  than 
80  (^rational  restrictions  and  requirements,  designed  to  eliminate  any  detrimentaJ  impact  from 
oil  and  gas  development.  Some  of  these  stipulations  would  attach  to  activities  tliroughoui  the 
Planning  Area.  Other  stipulations  would  be  applicable  only  to  oil  and  gas  development  or  only 
to  activities  in  specific  portions  of  the  Planning  Area.  The  stipulations  were  based  upon  a 
substantial  number  of  scientific  studies  conducted  over  an  extended  period  of  time. 

BLM  specifically  notes  in  the  DEIS  that  ihe  stipulations  are  based  on  "present" 
knowledge  and  "could  evolve"  over  lime.  Indeed,  BLM  also  notes  in  the  DEIS  its  intention  to 
"inventory  and  monitor  resource  populations"  to  "assess  the  health  of  biological  resources,"  and 
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the  "effectiveness  of  management  practices  in  protecting  these  resources."  Moreover,  the 

stipulations  apply  only  to  the  "general"  decision  to  make  the  Planning  Area,  or  particular 

portions  of  the  Planning  Area,  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Additional  "site  specific 

stipulations  may  result  from  subsequent  site-  or  authorization-specific  environmental  analysis"  or 

"during  further  NEPA  analysis  for  any  oi]  and  gas  activity"  "including  an  exploratory  drilling 

program  or  construction  of  the  infrastructure  necessary  for  development  of  an  oil  discovery" 

would  require  "further  NBPA  analysis"  based  on  specific  and  detailed  infomiation  about  the  type 

and  location  of  the  proposed  activity.  DEIS  at  11-27,  11-35. 

2.  BLM's  Stipulations  Address  And  Fully  Mitigate  The  Impacts  On 

Wildlife  And  Traditional  Uses 

GOOSE  MOLTING 

Lakes  North  and  East  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  support  large  concentrations  of  moiling 
ge«se  from  late  June  to  mid-August.  Four  species  of  geese.  Brant,  Greater  White-Fronted  Geese, 
Snow  Gccsc,  Canada  Gccsc,  from  Canada,  Siberia,  and  Alaska  annually  depend  on  (his  area  to 
provide  necessary  food  and  protection  during  the  flightless  summer  molt.  Numbers  build  up  lo 
70,000  geese  in  the  area  Northeast  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.    During  mo!t.  nightlcss  geese  are 
particularly  sensitive  to  disturbance.    Although  these  geese  use  about  200  lakes  in  this  area,  the 
majority  of  activity  is  concentrated  on  about  30+  lakes.    Expressed  concerns  center  on  the 
potential  for  typical  oil  field  activity  (construction  and  operational  noise  and  aircraft  overflights) 
to  sufficiently  disrupt  normal  feeding  behavior  and  prevent  geese  from  building  necessary  energy 
reserves  to  complete  molt  and  prepare  for  fall  migration. 

Alternative  E  goose  stipulations  would  require: 


•     Buffers  of  no  entry  for  3280  feet  around  high  use  goose  lakes 
and  1640  feet  around  low  use  lakes 

■     Stop  construction  aclivity  June  18  to  August  20 

"     Stop  helicopter  traffic  June  15  to  August  20 

The  proposed  stipulations  will  be  effective  in  mitigating  any  potential  impacts  to 
molting  gccsc  and  other  waterfowl.    ARCO  has  conducted  numerous  special  studies  to  monitor 
the  effects  of  oil  field  disturbance  on  nesting,  molting,  and  brood-rearing  geese.    Three  specific 
studies,  which  were  conducted  in  cooperation  with  the  USFWS  and  HPA,  were  designed  as  long 
term  assessments  of  pre-development,  constmction,  and  operational  data  on  the  overall  impacts 
to  geese  and  swans  from  noise,  traffic,  and  facility  presence  and  activity  (Hampton  et  al.  198S, 
Anderson  ct  al.  1992,  and  Murphy  and  Anderson  1993).  These  studies  generally  conclude  that 
these  monitored  activities  did  not  change  the  overall  extent  or  nature  of  use  of  the  developed 
areas  by  waterfowl.  Most  behavioral  changes  to  stress  were  mild  reactions,  and  most  reactions 
occurred  within  7(X)  to  1000  feet  from  the  stress.  Seasonal  waterfowl  densities,  distributions. 
and  abundance  patterns,  including  during  nesting  and  molting,  were  not  changed  at  any  of  the 
study  areas.  Moreover,  the  proposed  stipulations  were  developed  based  on  research  and 
anticipating  activity  similar  to  that  seen  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  New  generation  oil  Ilelds  will  be 
significantly  smaller  in  both  size  and  scope  than  the  old  Prudhoe  and  Kuparuk  designs.  Hence, 
many  of  the  new  technologies  that  would  be  applied  in  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Ala  ska  will 
further  reduce  the  minor  (small  number  of  mild  reactions)  and  localized  (within  700  to  1000  feet) 
alterations  in  goose  behavior,  Smaller  footprints,  witli  reduced  presence  and  activity,  including 
reduced  traffic  and  aircraft  movements,  will  reduce  overall  goose  impacts  substantially.  Thus, 
the  combination  of  new  field  design  and  new  operational  standards  will  ensure  ihat  oil  and  gas 
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exploration  and  development  can  occur  within  the  goose  molting  area  without  disturbance  to 
these  birds. 

CARIBOU  MIGRATION  AND  CALVING 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd  generally  calves  east  and  north  of  Tcshekpuk 
Lake,  and  winters  south  of  the  Lake.  Some  believe  the  presence  and  uncontrolled  activity  of  an 
oil  field  the  size  of  Pradhoc  Bay  can  lead  to  the  long  term  stress  of  female  caribou  with  young 
calves,  and  the  eventual  shift  in  calving  away  from  this  stressful  activity.  The  general  movement 
of  caribou  around  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  a  further  concern.  The  presence  of  the  Kogru  River  on  the 
east  and  other  large  surface  lakes  on  the  west  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  restrict  the  caribou  migration 
between  their  summer  and  winter  ranges  to  two  land  passages  of  about  6  miles  wide  on  each  side 
of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Facilities  that  would  Impede  movement  in  these  passages  could  prevent 
caribou  from  migrating  most  efficiently  to  their  calving  and  summer  range. 

Alternative  E  caribou  stipulations  would  require: 

■  Facilities  within  2  miles  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  limited  to  docks, 
causeways,  staging  pads 

■  Facilities  within  the  identified  "migration  corridors"  would  be 
barred;  pipelines  may  need  to  be  buried 

■  Strict  traffic  controls  between  20  May  and  20  August;  convoys, 
buses,  and  number  of  trip  restrictions 

■  Road/pipe  separations  of  500  feet 

■  T^ree-year  caribou  monitoring  study  prior  to  development  to 
ensure  most  effective  facihties  location  restrictions  have  been 
developed  to  ensure  unimpeded  passage  of  caribou  of  all  ages 

The  proposed  caribou  stipulations  can  eliminate  any  detrimental  impacts  on 
caribou  calving  success  and  migration  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area,  The  1994  conclusion  of  the 
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State/Federal/North  Slope  Borough/Industry  Caribou  Steering  Committee  (Cronin  et  al.l994) 
found  that  road/pipe  separations  of  500+  feet  and  5  foot  minimum  pipe  heights  are  fully  effective 
in  providing  unimpeded  caribou  passage  across  pipelines  and  roads.  The  DLIS  (pages  lV-P-12 
and  13)  concurred  with  this  finding.  Concerns  for  caribou  passage  across  roads  and  pipelines 
can  be  eliminated  with  the  proposed  DEIS  stipulations.  ARCO  further  believes  that  camps, 
airstrips,  and  processing  facilities  can  be  constructed  to  avoid  certain  well-defined  migration  and 
calving  corridors.  ARCO  believes  caribou  distribution  and  movement  will  be  unaltered  under 
Alternative  H.  Previous  oil  field  studies  have  shown  caribou  cows  with  newborn  calves  (up  to 
three  weeks  in  age)  occur  at  reduced  densities  within  1  to  2  miles  from  roads  with  moderate 
levels  of  traffic  (Cronin  et  al.i994).  Other  caribou  do  not  avoid  roads  at  any  time.  After  calves 
are  older  than  three  weeks,  this  road  avoidance  is  abated.  Road  corridor  avoidance  by  caribou 
cows  with  newborn  calves  also  can  be  prevented  by  implementing  traffic  controls,  such  as  those 
proposed  in  the  DEIS,  during  this  sensitive  four  to  five  week  period  (not  all  calves  arc  born  at  the 
same  time). 

ENDANGERED  AND  THREATENED  SPECIES 

The  endangered  bowhead  whale  occurs  seasonally  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  adjacent  to 
the  planning  area;  the  threatened  Spectacled  eider,  and  possible  the  Steller's  eider,  occurs 
seasonally  within  the  planning  area.  The  protective  stipulations  identified  by  the  DEIS  assure 
that  detrimental  impacts  to  endangered  and  threatened  species  are  minimized  or  eliminated. 

While  increased  marine  vessel  traffic  and  overflights  may  result  in  temporary 
avoidance  behavior  by  the  bowhead  whale,  the  DEIS  appropriately  concludes  that  no  stipulations 
are  necessary  to  ensure  that  the  bowhead  is  protected. 
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With  respect  to  the  Spectacled  eider  and,  possibly  Steller's  eider,  protective 
stipulations  will  ensure  that  any  negative  impacts  arc  minimized.  The  same  protective 
stipulations  placing  seasonal  restrictions  on  air  traffic  in  the  goose  molting  LUEA  will  minimize 
the  disturbance  to  eiders  from  May  through  August,  when  they  are  present  in  the  reserve,  so  that 
Alternative  E  will  cause  no  greater  disturbance  to  breeding  and  nesting  eiders  than  Alternative  B. 
In  addition,  stipulations  related  to  waste  disposal  will  prevent  attraction  of  the  eider's  predators. 

SUBSISTENCE 

The  DEIS  concludes  that  generally  with  the  protective  stipulations,  oil  exploration 
and  development  will  not  impact  subsistence,  except  that  even  with  the  protective  stipulations, 
development  associated  with  Alternative  E  may  Ukely  cause  long  term  displacement  of  caribou 
from  their  preferred  habitats  causing  their  pursuit  by  subsistence  hunters  to  become  more 
difficult  if  animals  shift  their  distribution  further  away  from  Nuiqsut.  This  conclusion  is  based 
on  the  assumption  that  Petroleum  Reserve  developments  will  be  mulliple  in  number,  all  occur  in 
the  general  calving  area,  and  that  traffic  from  these  operations  will  cause  caribou  to  be  displaced 
within  1.86  to  2.48  miles  from  field  roads.  The  cumulative  impact  from  thi.s  traffic  displacement 
is  judged  by  the  DEIS  to  eventually  cause  a  permanent  shift  in  dislribution,  which  could  cause 
subsistence  hunters  to  travel  farther  to  get  to  caribou. 

Alternative  E  subsistence  stipulations  would  require; 

•     Stipulations  to  reduce  interference  with  caribou  movements: 

(1)  Limiting  types  of  surface  occupancy  permitted  within  2 
miles  of  Beaufort  Sea  to  docks,  causeways,  and  staging  pads; 

(2)  separation  of  pipelines  and  road  by  at  least  500  feel; 

(3)  possibly  requiring  burial  of  all  facilities,  including 
pipelines,  located  wilhin  movement  corridors  between 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Beaufort  Sea;  and  (4)  restrictions  on 
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airciafl  altitude  from  October  through  July.  DEIS  at  IV-F-12- 
13. 

Stipulations  to  reduce  interference  with  goose  molting  habitat: 
(1)  prohibition  on  drilling,  other  than  from  production  pads 
from  May  through  September;  (2)  avoiding  disturbance  of 
goose  feeding  habitat  on  lakeshore  margin;  and  (3),. . . 
consolidation  of  facilities.  DEIS  IV-F-IO. 

Stipulations  to  reduce  interference  with  arctic  fish: 
(1)  resuictions  on  activities  and  storage  on  ice  or  in  proximity 
to  water;  and  (2)  restrictions  on  water  withdrawal  from  water 
bodies  to  maintain  free  flow.  DEIS  at  IV-C-18. 


The  effectiveness  of  the  stipulations  and  the  impacts  of  development  activities 
will  be  monitored  by  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  that  ELM  has  committed  to  create  under  all 
of  the  proposed  alternatives.  DEIS  at  11-39. 


The  DEIS  caribou  displacement  conclusion  is  based  on  an  invalid  assumption  of 
the  detrimental  impacts  of  current  design  and  mitigation  and  is  overstated.  The  DEIS  expected 
displacement  shift  and  any  resulting  hardship  to  subsistence  hunting  success  should  not  occur. 
The  displacement  shift  recorded  in  the  Kuparuk  Field,  which  is  the  support  for  this  DEIS 
conclusion,  occurs  only  for  cows  with  newborn  calves  younger  than  three  weeks  in  age.  All 
other  groups  of  caribou,  including  bulls  and  ycariings,  do  not  show  any  avoidance  of  roads  or 
any  "displacement  shift"  (Cronin  et  al.  1994).  Further,  the  observed  shift  for  cows  and  newborn 
calves  away  from  traffic  roads  disappears  after  calves  mature  past  three  weeks  in  age.  There  are 
no  other  recorded  displacements  by  any  other  caribou  groups. 

It  is  important  to  put  into  perspective  the  recorded  three-week  "displacement"  of 
cows  with  newborn  calves  that  has  occurred  in  the  Kuparuk  oil  field.  Kuparuk  is  a  large 
complex  of  40  drill  pads,  three  processing  centers,  one  sea  water  treatment  plant,  two  camps,  one 
jet  aiiport,  and  many  hundred  trucks  and  laiger  vehicles  moving  without  traffic  controls  on  180 
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miles  of  road.  Future  oil  fields  in  Nationa]  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  will  not  look  like 
Kuparuk,  nor  will  they  generate  the  amount  of  traffic  which  can  lead  to  the  short-term 
displacement  assumed  in  the  DEIS.  Traffic  controls  or  vehicle  movement  can  very  easily  be 
implemented,  since  future  fields  should  have  significantly  fewer  vehicles  and  fewer  roads. 


001 


Finally,  the  DEIS  caribou  stipulations  correctly  recognized  that  cows  with  calves 
are  most  sensitive  to  disturbance,  thus  proposed  DEIS  stipulations  control  the  number  of  vehicle 
and  airplane  passes  that  can  occur  during  the  calving  season.  These  controls  combined  with 
other  caribou  stipulations,  such  as  appropriate  pipeline  height  and  road/pipeline  separations, 
allow  caribou  to  maintain  normal  movement  and  behavior,  and,  thus,  subsistence  hunters  should 
not  be  impeded  in  their  pursuit  of  caribou. 

ARCO  recognizes  that  Fish  Creek  is  an  important  area  for  local  subsistence  users. 
Access  across  Fish  Creek  is  necessary  in  order  to  develop  any  oil  and  gas  rcscn'cs  in  the 
Planning  Area.  ARCO  recommends  that  reasonable  access  for  pipeline  and  other  limited  surface 
uses  along  the  Fish  Creek  drainage  be  allowed  after  consultation  with  the  State  and  North  Slope 
Borough  in  order  to  mitigate  any  conflict  with  subsistence  activities. 

E.  BLM  Should  Not  Exclude  Portions  OfThe  High  Prospcctivitv  Area  From 
Leasing  Because  Such  Exclusions  Will  Reduce  Tiie  Potential  For  Oil  And 
Gas  Development  Without  Any  Benefit  To  Wildlife  Or  Traditional  Lifestyles 

Alternative  D  would  exclude  from  the  land  available  for  oil  exploration  and 
development  approximately  half  of  the  high  prospectivitv  acreage.  Such  an  exclusion  would 
significantly  reduce  the  likelihood  of  .successful  oil  and  gas  development,  but  it  would  not 
provide  any  additional  protection  to  either  geese  or  caribou  beyond  the  protection  afforded  by  the 
stipulations  that  would  govern  in  the  absence  of  the  proposed  exclusion.  BLM's  propo.sed  goose 


and  caribou  stipulations,  for  example,  would  prevent  surface  activities  on  most  of  the  area 
deleted  by  Alternative  D  (Figure  1).  Unlike  the  territorial  exclusion,  however,  the  stipulations 
would  permit  surface  activities  where  such  activities  would  not  harm  either  species.  Allowing 
facilities  on  these  limited  areas,  with  modem  exploration  and  development  techniques  - 
including  horizontal  and  extended  reach  drilling  -  would  permit  the  recovery  of  the 
hydrocarbons  located  in  the  entire  area.  Thus,  specific  operational  requirements  and  restrictions 
rather  than  wholesale  territorial  exclusion  can  protect  wildlife  and  traditional  uses  of  the  land 
while,  at  the  same  time,  permitting  the  discovery  and  removal  of  oil  and  gas  deposits. 


The  territorial  exclusion  is  particularly  unnecessary  in  the  caribou  corridor 
located  to  the  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  The  proposed  stipulations  would  prevent  surface  use  in 
almost  all  but  a  small  strip  of  that  corridor  (Figure  1).  We  recognize  the  unique  nature  of  the 
area  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Kogni  Inlet.  The  physical  size  and  location  of  Teshekpuk 
Lake  funnel  caribou  to  the  east  of  this  lake  as  they  move  north  from  winter  ranges.  Once  caribou 
are  on  the  exst  side  of  Teshekpuk  Lake,  other  large  water  bodies  and  the  Kogru  Inlet  further  limit 
caribou  migration  and  calving  to  a  relatively  small  percentage  of  "dry  land"  in  this  corridor.  We 
believe  several  modifications  from  the  "standard  mitigated  caribou  design"  will  provide 
additional  layers  of  protection  for  these  animals,  for  this  season,  and  for  this  specific  location. 
While  die  ultimate  selection  of  any  of  these  options  will  be  best  based  on  further  detailed 
knowledge  of  factors  such  as  oil  reservoir  quality  and  location,  soil  type,  and  lake  bathymetry, 
we  believe  they  have  sufficient  potential  to  be  considered  for  this  unique  caribou  area. 


The  design  options  ARCO  is  reviewing  for  this  area  focus  on  modifying  aspects 
of  specific  site  location,  facility  presence  and  activity,  and  pipeline  design  and  routing  to  address 
identified  sensitivities  of  migrating  and  calving  caribou.  Historically  wc  have  .sited  facilities  out 
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of  wetland  and  lake  habitats,  which  by  default  placed  roads  and  facilities  on  dry  tundra,  which  is 
preferred  by  caribou  for  both  migration  and  calving.  These  pads  were  built  with  gravel  fdl.    For 
this  special  area  we  have  the  option  of  re-designing  our  presence  and  moving  drill  sites  away 
from  caribou  habitat  and  placing  a  pile-supported  platform  in  a  shallow  lake  not  used  by  molting 
geese.  Such  a  lake  does  occur  in  this  area.  This  facility  could  be  remote  and  without  road 
connection,  hence  little  or  no  gravel  fill  would  be  used  in  this  scenario.  The  drilling  facility  may 
be  removed  following  the  initial  drilling  period,  leaving  special  low  profile  well  heads.  Again, 
of  most  significance  to  caribou,  this  design  would  minimize  gravel  in  this  area.  Extended  reach 
drilling  may  only  require  this  one  platform  to  produce  oil  from  this  special  area. 

Pipelines  transporting  oil  and  gas  out  of  this  area  could  be  built  using  one  of,  or  a 
combination  of,  three  design  modes.  If  oil  quality  is  appropriate,  the  pipe  could  be  buried,  since 
low  wax  point  oil  may  be  cooled  to  near  32  degrees,  reducing  thermal  problems  with  buried 
pipelines.  Convenfional  vertical  support  members  (VSM)  pile-supported  pipe  could  also  be  used 
with  pipe  height  above  5  feet  in  identified  special  caribou  migration  zones,  or  the  new  stainless 
steel  "flex  pipe"  design  could  be  used  and  potentially  flex  pipe  placed  in  lake  beds  to  minimize 
dry  tundra  caribou  encounters.  If  pipe  were  not  placed  in  lakebeds  then  pipe  routing  out  of  this 
special  area  could  be  optimized  to  further  limit  caribou  encounters.  With  elevated  pipelines, 
vertical  expansion  loops  with  pipe  heights  up  to  20-i-feet  and  span  widths  at  100+  feet  can  be 
sited  at  critical  caribou  migration  corridors.    It  is  assumed  pipe  would  travel  generally  towards 
the  south  or  southeast  to  a  processing  plant  located  beyond  this  area.  Hence,  following  this 
scenario,  only  one  pile-supported  platform  with  a  pipeline  designed  and  located  to  avoid  caribou 
impacts  would  occur  in  this  area. 


17- 


FIGURE   1 


V-191 


Well  head  monitoring  could  be  accomplished  using  remote  optics  and  video,  with 
infrequent  actual  manned  visits  during  the  6-wcek  caribou  calving  season.  Necessary  visits 
during  this  season  could  be  via  helicopter,  flying  prescribed  routes  and  altitudes. 

If  VSM  pipeUnes  are  present,  it  may  be  economically  and  technically  feasible  to 
consider  using  an  alternative  transportation  system  with  controlled  access  to  transport 
operational  personnel  to  this  location.  Of  course  drilling  support  and  all  other  winter  access 
could  use  an  ice  road  to  transport  materials  and  personnel.  Beyond  the  special  caribou  zone 
typical  mitigation  design  standards  could  again  be  employed  to  mitigate  disturbance  to  caribou 
and  birds. 

The  proposed  DEIS  stipulations  rest  on  extensive  studies,  and  the  prescriptions 
and  restrictions  contained  in  the  stipulations  have  been  demonstrated  to  be  effective  in 
eliminating  detrimental  unpact  on  the  caribou.  Nothing  in  the  scientific  data  suggests  that 
"exclusion"  will  provide  any  greater  benefit  than  the  operational  restrictions  proposed  in  the 
stipulation.  Moreover,  the  DEIS  proposed  stipulations  were  designed  to  address  problems 
observed  in  the  context  of  heavily  developed  fields  like  Kuparuk,  not  "small  footprint"  fields  like 
those  expected  in  the  Planning  Area.  The  "small  footprint"  fields  may  not  cause  the  effects 
observed  in  Kuparuk  in  the  first  place.  Using  most  recent  examples  of  modem  oil  field  size, 
only  about  100  acres  of  footprint  would  be  necessary  to  produce  a  similar  oil  field  in  NPRA.  If 
more  than  one  field  is  discovered,  it  is  highly  probable  that  less  than  100  acres  per  oilfield  would 
be  required  since  common  facilities  such  as  airstrip,  camp,  and  processing  plants  may  be  able  to 
Be  shared.  Consolidated  use  of  facilities  will  of  course  depend  on  each  field's  location.    Finally, 
the  DEIS  proposed  stipulations  require  that  additional  studies  be  conducted  prior  to  development 
to  ensure  the  efficacy  of  the  stipulations  in  addressing  the  concerns. 

-18- 


F.         BLM  Has  Incorrectly  Evaluated  Alternative  E  Under  The  ANILCA 
Standards 


The  Alaskan  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  ("ANILCA")  requires 
BLM  to  assess  three  factors  to  determine  the  impact  of  proposed  leasing  in  the  Planning  Area 
upon  subsistence  resources.  16  U.S.C.  §  3120(a).  These  factors  include: 

1.  the  effect  of  the  leases  on  subsistence  uses  and  needs; 

2.  the  availability  of  other  lands  for  oil  and  gas  leasing;  and 

3.  other  alternatives  which  would  reduce  or  eliminate  the  amount  of  land 
taken  from  subsistence  uses." 

If  the  propased  leasing  of  lands  "would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses," 
then  BLM  could  imdettake  this  proposed  action  only  if  it  found  that: 

1 .  the  significant  restriction  upon  subsistence  uses  and  needs  is  "necessary, 
consistent  with  sound  management  principles  for  the  management  of 
public  lands;" 

2.  "the  proposed  activity  will  involve  the  minimal  amount  of  public  lands 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  purpo.se  of  such  use,  occupancy  or  other 
disposition;"  and 

3.  "reasonable  steps  will  be  taken  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  upon 
subsistence  uses  and  resources  resulting  from  such  actions." 

Id. 

BLM  incorrectly  concludes  in  the  DEIS  that  Alternative  E  would  significantly 

restrict  subsistence  uses  of  land  within  the  planning  area  by  the  Native  population."  BLM's 


003 


"         Kunaknana  v.  Clark.  742  F.2d  1 145, 1 150-51  (9*  Cir.  1984). 

It  is  important  to  recognize  the  extremely  limited  nature  of  the  "significant  restriction" 
that  the  BLM  found  would  occur  under  Alternative  E.  BLM  acknowledged  that,  with  the 
protective  stipulations  included  in  Alternative  E: 


(Continued  ...) 
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delermination  that  a  "significant  restriction"  would  occur  is  ba-setJ  solely  upon  its  contention  that 
"Alternative  E  could  make  Nuiqsut's  pursuit  of  caribou  more  difficult  for  at  least  an  entire 
season."  Id.   The  conclusion  in  the  DEIS  that  Alternative  E  would  result  in  caribou  displacement 
that  would  require  subsistence  hunters  frotn  Nuiqsut  to  travel  greater  distances  to  get  to  caribou 
is  based  upon  several  invalid  assumptions.  First,  the  DEIS  unrealistically  assumes  that  multiple 
developments  will  occur  in  the  general  calving  area  and  that  traffic  from  thqse  operations  will 
cause  caribou  to  be  displaced  within  1 ,86  to  2.48  miles  from  field  roads.  Second,  the  DEIS 
improperly  extrapolates  from  impacts  associated  with  outmoded  development  methods,  such  as 
those  used  at  Kuparuk.  In  doing  so,  the  DEIS  overstates  the  displacement  that  is  likely  to  occur 


■  no  subsistence  resource  would  become  imavailable: 

■  no  subsistence  resource  would  become  undesirable  for  use;  and 

■  no  subsistence  resource  would  experience  overall  population 
reductions. 

DEIS  at  D-6.  Moreover,  the  BLM  determined  that  "stipulations  for  set-backs  . . .  around  fish- 
bcaring  lakes  and  streams  would  protect  water,  fish  habitat,  and  wetlands."  W^  In  protecting 
wetlands,  the  stipulations  would  also  protect  habitat  for  waterfowl  that  are  an  important 
component  of  the  subsistence  harvest  for  Native  populations.  Id.  Finally,  the  BLM 
acknowledged  that  any  negative  effects  on  subsistence  resources  "are  not  expected  to  have 
significant  impacts  upon  subsistence-harvest  patterns  in  Barrow  and  Atqasuk.  Id. 

The  DEIS  takes  inconsistent  positions  with  respect  to  whether  Alternative  D  would  significantly 
restrict  subsistence  uses.  While  the  formal  ANILCA  finding  states  that  a  significant  restriction 
would  result  under  alternative  D,  the  evaluation  states  that:  "no  resource  would  become 
unavailable,  undesirable  for  use,  or  experience  overall  population  reductions,  resulting  in  no 
significant  impacts  to  subsistence  harvest  patterns,"  DEIS  at  D-5,  language  which  is  reiterated  in 
the  Comparison  of  Impacts  table,  DEIS  at  11-65.  Similarly,  the  discussion  of  subsistence  impacts 
for  Alternative  D  in  the  body  of  the  DEIS  suggests  that  no  significant  restriction  would  result. 
rV-E-20-2 1 .  BLM  should  clarify  its  position  on  the  subsistence  impacts  of  Alternative  D. 

For  the  reasons  set  forth  in  the  discussion  related  to  Alternative  E,  no  significant  restriction 
would  occur. 


003 


as  a  result  of  less  intrusive  and  less  disruptive  development  techniques  that  are  likely  to  be  used 
in  the  Petroleum  Reserve.  Developments  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  will  have  substantially  fewer 
vehicles  and  fewer  roads  than  Kuparuk,  which  will  make  it  easier  to  impose  traffic  controls 
during  the  calving  .season  as  required  by  the  stipulations.  Finally,  even  at  Kuparuk,  displacement 
is  limited  m  both  lime  and  scope.  Only  cows  with  newborn  calves  younger  than  three  weeks  in 
age  evidence  any  displacement;  all  other  groups  of  caribou,  including  bulls  and  yearlings,  do  not 
show  any  avoidance  of  roads  or  any  "displacement  shift."  Further,  the  observed  shift  for  cows 
and  newborn  calves  away  from  traffic  roads  disappears  after  calves  mature  past  three  weeks  in 
age. 

Contrary  to  BLM's  conclusion.  Alternative  E  stipulations,  which  would  control  the 
number  of  vehicle  and  airplane  passes,  and  require  appropriate  pipehne  height  and  road/pipeline 
separations,  would  allow  caribou  to  maintain  normal  movement  and  behavior,  and,  thus, 
subsistence  hunters  from  Nuiqsut  should  not  be  impeded  in  their  pursuit  of  caribou. 
Consequently,  BLM's  conclusion  that  Alternative  E  would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses, 
specifically  subsistence  hunting  of  caribou  by  Nuiqsut  residents,  is  incorrect. 
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G.        BLM  Has  Correctly  Assessed  As  Minimal  The  Environmental  Impacts  That 
Are  Not  Addressed  By  The  SUoulations 

BLM  has  properly  identified  and  evaluated  in  the  DEIS  all  direct  and  indirect 
impacts  of  proposed  leasing  in  the  planning  area,  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act."  The  BLM  has  substantial  experience  and  expertise  related  to  the  planning  area 
environment.  The  Petroleum  Reserve  environment  was  studied  extensively  during  the  1970s, 


'  §ec42  U.S.C.  §  4332(2)(C);  40  C.F.R.  §  1508.8. 
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pursuant  to  Congressional  mandate.  In  addition,  the  planning  area  environment  is  similar  to  the 
environment  considered  in  several  recent  environmental  impact  statements  and  assessments 
related  to  other  lease  sales. 

H.        The  DEIS  Has  Correctly  Evaluated  As  Minimal  The  CumulaUve  Impact  Of 
on  And  Gas  Exploration  On  The  North  Slope 

Similarly,  the  BLM  has  properly  considered  and  evaluated  all  cumulative  impacts 
or  incremental  effects  of  the  proposed  leasing  on  the  Planning  Area  environment,  "when  added 
to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  fmure  actions."™ 
I.         Conclusion 

ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.  supports  Alternative  E  and  believes  the  legal,  environmental 
and  geologic  data  available  to  the  BLM  justifies  such  a  decision.  Alternative  E  complies  with 
the  mandates  for  management  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska,  provides  a  level  of 
enviioiunental  protection  that  is  more  than  adequate  to  protect  the  varied  resources  found  in  this 
area,  and  will  maximize  revenues  to  both  the  State  and  U.S.  governments  by  allowing  the 
greatest  chance  for  exploration  success.  In  summary,  ARCO  reiterates  that: 


A  lease  sale  should  be  held  in  1 998  to  meet  the  economic  and  energy 
needs  of  the  country. 


Altemative  E  is  the  only  option  presented  in  the  DEIS  which  allows  leasing  of  the 
entire  Planning  Area  and,  as  such,  ARCO  supports  Altemative  E. 

In  conclusion,  BLM  should  resume  leasing  in  the  entire  Planning  Area. 


The  Planning  Area  is  part  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  -  an 
area  mandated  for  development  of  its  oil  and  gas  resources; 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  told  us  in  the  DEIS  what  will  be 
necessary  to  fully  protect  the  environment  and  we  are  prepared  to  do  that; 

The  area  that  has  the  highest  potential  for  the  discovery  of  commercial 
quantities  of  oil  and  gas  is  within  25  miles  of  the  coast  this  area  should  be 
included  in  the  fust  lease  sale;  and 


''40C.F.R.  §  1508.7. 
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1662-001 

The  draft  EIS  conclusion  on  caribou  is  based  on  documented  disturbance  and  displacement 
of  calving  caribou  and  their  calves  during  the  season  due  to  vehicular  traffic.  See 
Response  1658-058.  Displacement  of  cows  and  calves  for  3  weeks  after  birth  is  a  critical 
time  for  the  survival  of  the  calves. 

The  situation  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd  is  different  from  that  for  the  Central 
Arctic  Herd  on  the  Kuparuk  oil  field.  Calving  caribou  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Herd  must 
pass  through  a  narrow  corridor  between  the  lake  and  Kogru  Inlet  to  get  to  calving  range 
north  of  the  lake.  Vehicle  traffic  across  this  corridor  during  the  spring  is  expected  to  divert 
calving-caribou  movements  away  from  habitats  north  of  the  lake. 

Regarding  mitigation,  caribou  biologists  at  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  CaribouAVaterfowl 
Impacts  Analysis  Workshop  (USDOI,  BLM,  1997)  tried  to  come  up  with  restrictions  in 
vehicular  traffic  during  the  calving  season  in  the  migration  corridor  between  Teshekpuk 
Lake  and  Kogru  Inlet.  It  was  concluded  that  any  traffic  during  calving  could  divert 
caribou  from  crossing  the  corridor. 

For  a  response  to  the  comment  regarding  subsistence  caribou  hunting  success,  please  see 
Response  1656-002. 


1662-002 

The  proposed  stipulations  were  developed  to  mitigate  impacts  to  caribou  while  still 
allowing  petroleum  production.  Past  studies  have  shown  that  such  operational 
requirements  can  reduce  impacts.  However,  there  exists  a  considerable  degree  of 
uncertainty  among  scientists  as  to  whether  or  not  impacts  would  be  entirely  precluded. 
The  additional  modifications  to  field  design  suggested  by  the  commenter  probably  also 
would  reduce  iinpacts  if  they  proved  to  be  technically  feasible  and  without  offsetting 
environmental  costs,  but  this  also  is  uncertain.  An  alternative  that  allows  no  development 
in  this  sensitive  area  is  the  only  one  that  can  provide  certainty  that  there  would  be  no 
impacts  to  caribou. 

1662-003 

Please  see  Response  1656-002. 
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Mr.  Pat  Shea 

Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1849  C  Street,  NW  MS-5660 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Shea: 

I  am  writing  today  to  submit  comments  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
Draft  hitegrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  northeast  comer  of 
the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  AlaskaCNPR-A). 

As  you  know,  this  petroleum  reserve  numbered  four  was  established  in  Alaska  by 
Executive  Order  of  the  President  on  Febraary  27,  1923.  Contrary  to  statements  often 
repeated  by  those  who  are  opposed  to  leasing  in  NPR-A,  economic  considerations  have 
always  been  a  factor  in  development  within  the  naval  petroleum  reserves.  The  very  first 
line  in  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  Act,  (Title  10  U.S.  Code,  §  7420)  states,  "The  term 
"national  defense"  includes  the  needs  oi,  and  the  planning  and  preparedness  to  meet. 
essential  defense,  industrial,  and  military  emergency  energy  requirements  relative  to  the 
national  safety,  welfare,  and  economy,  particularly  resulting  from  foreign  military  or 
economic  actions."  (emphasis  added)." 

Our  Nation's  over  reliance  on  foreign  crude  oil  supply  to  meet  our  domestic 
demand  is  problematic.  High  paying  resource-based  jobs  are  exported  each  year  while 
our  domestic  potential  lies  undeveloped.  Opponents  of  development  within  this 
petroletun  reserve  cite  the  need  to  keep  this  area  in  reserve.  While  this  is  good  material 
for  a  sound  bite,  it  is  irrational.  For  the  government  to  realize  the  true  potential  of  NPR- 
A,  tracts  for  lease  must  be  offered  in  areas  with  the  greatest  potential  for  a  discovery.  To 
do  otherwise  is  to  consign  NPR-A  to  the  fiction  "its  been  explored  and  found  wanting." 
Competitive  interest  in  the  rights  to  explore  and  develop  this  area  is  relatively  high  now, 
despite  earlier  drilling  results.  Therefore,  notwithstanding  current  oil  prices  being  at  a 
four-year  low,  1  see  1998  as  an  opportune  time  to  auction  tracts  from  the  standpoint  of 


maximizing  bonus  bids  to  the  Treasury.  Furthermore,  I  am  sure  you  are  well  aware  that 
it  will  be  a  number  of  years  before  the  first  barrel  of  oil  from  NPR-A  could  be  brought  to 
market.  Royalties  levied  on  production  then  will  depend  upon  market  prices  upon  which 
we  can  only  guess  today.  To  delay  development  based  on  current  prices,  would  be  short- 
sighted and  unfair  to  workers  in  Alaska  and  around  the  Nation  who  will  benefit  from  this 


I  Mtge  the  Bvn-eau  to  support  an  alternative  which  allows  the  greatest  potential  for  a 
significant  discovery.  Alternative  E  seems  the  most  appropriate  as  it  opens  all  of  the 
northeast  section  of  NPR-A  for  development  while  recognizing  the  need  for 
environmental  stipulations.  To  open  an  area  with  low  potential,  regardless  of  the  acreage, 
will  not  accomplish  the  goals  stated  within  the  Drait  Integrated  Acti\ity  PlanJ 
Enviromnental  Impact  Statement. 

Sincerely, 


DY/mkh 


Don  Young  ,'  / 

Congressman  for  alli' Alaska 
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March  10,  1998 


Gene  Terland,  hJPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Alaska  State  Office 
222  Wesi  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr,  Terland: 

On  behalf  of  the  Alaska  State  Office  of  the  National  Audubon  Soci^y,  I  am  providing  you  with 
our  commeius  regarding  ihe  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan  and  Enwronmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  for  the  Nodheastem  Planning  Area  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  (NPRA). 
The  National  Audubon  Sociiay  has  more  than  500  chapters  with  a  national  membership  of  over 
550,000.  In  Alaska,  Audubon  has  over  2000  members  with  chapters  in  Juneau.  Anchorage, 
Kodiak,  and  Fairbanks.  The  mission  of  Alaska  Audubon  is  to  conserve  natural  ecosystems. 
focusing  on  birds,  other  wildlife,  and  their  habitats  for  the  benefit  arxl  ©ijoyment  of  current  and 
liilure  generations.  Although  most  National  Audubon  Society  members  do  not  reside  in  Alaska, 
they  do  enjoy  the  millions  of  birds  migrating  each  year  from  Arctic  nesting,  molting,  and  staging 
areas  to  feeding  stcpovers  aiKl  wintaing  areas  in  the  continental  U.S.  and  elsewhere  in  the  world. 
Therefore,  our  members  have  a  keen  interest  in  what  happeais  to  critical  bird  habitats  in  NPRA. 
The  following  comments  on  the  NPRA  DEIS  aie  directed  primarily  at  issues  associated  with 
wildlife  and  habitat  conservation  and  largely  follow  our  scoping  comments  of  4  April  1997. 

Alaska's  North  Slope  encompasses  our  nation's  most  spectacular  Arctic  wilderness  and  provides 
critical  habitat  for  many  species  of  fish  and  wildlife.  The  4.6  million-acre  northeastern  region  of 
NPRA  has  long  been  recognized  fcff  its  extraordinary  wildlife  values.  The  Naval  Petroleum 

Reserve  Production  Act  of  1976  (NPRPA),  states  that  the  oil  reserves  of  the  NPRA  are  lo  be     

managed  in  "...a  manner  consistent  with  the  total  energy  needs  of  theNatioa.."  (P.L.  94-258).  The 
DEIS  does  not  explicitly  demonstrated  how  NPRA  oil  "reserves"  will  be  managed  in  the  best,  long- 
term  interest  of  the  Nation  in  the  ab.scnce  of  a  national  energy  policy.  TIk  DEIS  fails  lo  provide  a 
clear  and  compelling  rational  for  why  leasing  must  occur  now, ,  For  example,  tlKre  is  no  shortage 
of  oil;  prices  are  at  an  all  time  low;  and  there  has  been  no  national  ddDate  or  discussion  about  this 
matter.  Allof  these  should  be  prerequisites  for  leasing.  Recent  actions  by  the  Department  of 
InterJOT  and  State  of  Alaska,  howevo-,  suggest  that  leasing  in  NPRA  is  imminail  and  that 
Alte-native  A  (the  no  leasing  alternative)  is  not  bang  seriously  considered.  The  DEIS,  for 
example,  references  a  planned  sale  "tentatively  scheAiIed"  for  late  1998  <  DEIS  pp.  IV-A-6). 

In  recognition  that  leasing  seems  assured  in  the  short  term,  Alaska  Audubon's  comments  focus  on 
alternatives  and  qiportunities  for  protecting  the  most  significant  wildlife  populations  and  habitats 
withiii  the  planning  area.  We  also  provide  comments  on  deficiencies  of  tie  DEIS  and  Uie  need  for 
devdoping  a  compreliensive  conservation  svraiegy  for  ail  of  NPRA  as  wel\  as  ^tet  enlite  Nortti 
Slope.  Audubon  docs  not  support  leasing  now.  However,  if  the  Secraary  of  Interior  makes  the 
decision  to  lease,  we  want  assurance  that  wildlife  in  the  designated  Special  Areas  and  their  key 
tributaries  arc  responsibly  protected  to  balance  leasing  in  the  remainder  of  the  planning  area. 
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Gene  Terland,  BLM 

National  AuJubon  NPR-A  DHIS  Comments 

03/l«/98 


Alternatives 
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Alaska  Audubon  is  concerned  about  the  iimiuxl  so^k  of  alternatives  considered.  None  of  the  five 
alternatives  propose  permanent  protection  fa*  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  ix  Colvilie  Rivea:  Special  Areas. 
None  of  the  alternatives  would  prciiibit  the  plac-emenl  of  pipelines,  roads.'  gravei  mines,  ot  otl^r 
surface  facilities  within  these  designated  Special  Areas.  In  addition,  we  have  httle  confidence  that 
mitigation  measures  proposed  throu^  stipulations  will  provicte  adequate  habitat  protection  for 
wildlife  (in  many  instances  it  appears  that  they  could  be  waived  for  economic  reasons). 
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Preferred  Alternative:  The  DEIS  does  rex  identify  a  preferred  alternative  among  the  five 
presented  This  does  not  provide  reviewers  an  Cf>patunity  to  respond  to  a  likely  management 
scenario.  We  urge  BLM  to  provide  a  public  review  and  comment  period  on  their  selected 
altOTiative  prior  to  issuing  a  final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision.  Without  this  opportunity,  the 
public  will  be  ttenied  a  fundamental  riglu  to  provide  their  reasoned  voice  in  how  their  public 
resources  are  managed. 

Alternative  k:  Alternative  A  (tts  no  leasing  alternative)  provides  the.  greatest  proVec\ioi\  ^though 
not  permanent)  fcK  the  planning  area's  valuable  fish,  wildlife,  rcaeational,  and  subsistence 
resources  while  maintaining  NPRA's  oil  in  "reserve"  fOT  ftiture  needs.  We  ra;ognize.  howevo-, 
that  this  alternative  has  little  likelihood  of  being  selected. 

Alternative  B:  Of  the  additional  alternatives.  Alternative  B  identifies  the  most  critical  wildlife 
habitats  and  provides  the  highest  degree  of  protection  fw  wildlife  resources  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Special  Area  and  adequate  conservation  buffers  for  Fish  and  Judy  creeks  and  Ikpikpuk. 
Kildakrorak.  and  Kogosukruk  rivers,  Unfcrtunately,  Alternative  B  explicitly  assumes  that  a  wide 
variety  of  industrial  activities  would  be  allowed  in  the  Special  Areas  and  LUE  As.  Under 
Alternative  B,  pipelines  crossing  all  lands  would  be  allowed  in  all  areas  (except  the  potential 
Colvilie  Wild  and  Scenic  River  LUEA),  even  in  the  most  critical  feeding  areas  used  by  molting 
geese.  A  wide  variety  of  industrial  acdvities  ranging  from  water  withdrawal,  seismic  surveys  and 
tenqxarary  facilities  such  as  staging  facilities  would  be  allowed  in  all  areas  closed  lo  leasing  in 
Alternatives  B-D.  Alternatives  B  and  C  also  do  not  prohibit  construction  of  roads  through  the 
Special  Areas  and  LUEAs  .  except  for  a  limited  buffer  area  around  goose-molting  lakes, 
(stipulation  25.,  DEIS  p.  11-30),  which  may  be  waived  by  the  BLM. 

Allornative  B  does  not  provide  adequate  protection  far  the  Colvilie  River.  The  DEIS  describes  the 
LUEA  for  tiK  Colvilie  as  a  2-mile  strip  on  the  west  side  of  the  river  fi^ora  the  southern  planning 
boundary  to  just  south  of  Nuiqsut  (DEIS,  p.II-3),  and  in  Alternative  B,  It  states  there  would  be  no 
leasing  in  this  LUEA  (DEIS,  p.  11-19).  Wc  remain  concerned,  however,  that  a  narrow  strip  of  land 
will  not  afford  sufficient  protection.  A  greater  buffer  zone,  as  is  provided  by  tlK  boundaries  of  the 
Colvilie  River  Special  Area  as  designated  in  1977,  is  needed  for  this  impcatant  river  corridor. 

In  summary,  Alternative  B  would  need  additional  and  significant  modifications  to  be  acceptable  to 
Alaska  Audubon  (see  Audubon's  recommended  alternative  below). 

Alternative  C:  This  alternative  provides  only  minimal  protection  fix  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Watershed  and  surrounding  area.  It  provides  no  substantive  protection  for  the  Impcrtant  wildlife 
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resources  of  the  Colville  and  oflier  major  rivers  identified  in  Allemalive  B.  We  do  not  believe  this 
alternative  adequately  protects  the  signiflcara  fish  wUdtifc,  subsistence,  recreation  tr  scenic  values 
within  the  planning  area  and  should  thus  be  rejected  from  consideration. 

Alternative  D:  We  believe  this  alternative  provides  inadequate  protection  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
area  and.  like  C,  only  limited  protections  (primarily  through  stipulations)  for  odier  important 
resources  within  the  planning  area.  Alternative  D  should  be  rejected  from  consideration. 

Alternative  E:  This  alternative  should  be  rejected  from  consideration  because  it  clearly  provides 
no  protections  (except  through  inadequate  stipulations)  for  the  important  surface  resources  in  the 
planning  area. 

Audubon's  Recommended  Alternative  if  Lestsing  Proceeds 

If  leasing  is  to  occur,  Alaska  Audubon  strongly  urges  the  .Secretary  of  Interior  to  develop  and 
select  a  new  alternative  (or  a  significant  modification  of  B)  that  protects  the  wildlife  values  of  both 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas  and  several  oUicr  riparian  corridors  within  the 
planning  area.  The  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976  authorized  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  to  designate,  witliin  the  NPRA,  areas  "containing  any  significant  subsistence,  recreation, 
fish  and  wildlife,  historical,  or  scenic  value."  Fn  recognition  of  their  high  values,  the  Secretary  of 
Interior  in  1977  designated  Teshekpuk  I^ake  and  upper  Colville  River  as  Special  Areas  witiiin  the 
NPRA  The  National  Audubon  Society,  a  number  of  other  conservation  organizations,  and  natural 
resource  agencies  including  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlifc  .Service  and  the  Alaska  Depanment  of  Fish 
and  Game  have,  for  many  years,  pressed  for  habitat  protection  for  tiiese  rich  Special  Areas. 


die  river.  This  concept,  however,  with  adequate  safeguards  and  combined  with  a  no  surface  I  005 

occupancy  buffer  on  the  western  border  would  be  worthy  of  further  consideration.  I 


If  BLM  and  the  Secretary  of  Interior  make  the  irreversible  decision  to  proceed  with  leasing  in 
NPRA,  it  is  essential  that  they  also  defer  these  two  Special  Areas  from  leasing  now  and  seek  a 
designation  of  permanent  protection  for  the  ftiture.  The  protection  we  request  for  these  Special 
Areas  includes  wididrawing  them  from  future  leasing  and  development  including  the  construction 
of  roads,  pipelines,  and  other  surface  infrastructures.  Ad  alternative  fix  the  Colville  River  we 
would  consider  (following  consultation  with  knowledgeable  scicndsts)  would  be  a  no-lease 
conservation  buffer  (of  five  miles)  along  the  western  portion  of  the  river.  Other  important  wildlife 
areas  Audubon  recommends  for  protection  include  Fish  and  Judy  creeks  and  Ikpikpuk, 
Kikiakrorak,  and  Kogosukitik  rivers.  These  important  areas  should  be  provided  with  conservation 
buffers  (as  identified  in  Alternative  B)  which,  at  minimum,  prohibit  surface  occupancy  including 
road,  surface  pipelines,  and  other  oil  field  infrastructures. 


Colville  River  Bird  Conservation  Area 

Alaska  Audubon  commends  die  BLM  for  developing  the  concept  of  a  Bird  Conservation  Area 
proposed  (under  Alternatives  B-E)  as  a  con.servaiion  buffer  along  both  sides  of  the  Colville  River. 
At  this  time,  however,  we  are  still  unclear  how  this  concept  would  function  and  what  safeguards 
and/or  regulator  authority  would  be  incOTporatcd  into  the  Bird  Conservation  Area.  We  are  not 
aware  that  this  concept  carries  any  authority  in  assuring  protection  of  riparian  liabitat  under  a 
leasing  program  and  are  concerned  about  the  narrow  buffer,  particularly  on  the  western  border  of 
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Wildlife  of  the  Affected  Environment 

We  are  concerned  diat  the  DEIS  docs  not  adequately  describe  Um  biological  resources  of  the 
noctheasuxn  planning  area  of  the  NPRA.  This  simation  is  compounded  by  the  fast  ttack  that 
preparation  of  this  DEIS  has  taken. 

Teshekpulc  Lake:  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  provides  essential  molting  habitat  for 
internationally  significant  populations  of  Pacific  brant,  greater  wtiite-ti-onted  gccse  and  Canada 
geese  (King  1997.)  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  watershed  provides  nesting  habitat  for  nixlhein  pintails, 
oldsquaws,  king  eiders,  Pacific  brant,  greater  white-fronted  geese,  Canada  geese,  tundra  swaas, 
and  three  species  of  loons-Paciflc,  red-throated,  and  the  rare  yellow-billed  loon.  Spectacled  ciders, 
listed  as  a  threatened  species,  have  telalively  high  nesdng  densities  in  this  area.  Compared  lo  gccso 
and  oflier  waterfowl,  we  are  particularly  concerned  that  species  including  loons,  shorcbirds,  eiders 
and  odieis  have  much  less  reliable  distribution  and  abundance  information  within  the  planning 


Each  year,  nearly  22%  of  the  world's  Pacific  brant  population  migrates  to  molt  in  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  area,  replenishing  fat  stires  on  lush  weUand  plants  adjacent  to  large  deep  lakes  (King  and 
Hodges  1979;  Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996).  The  Teshekpuk  area  is  also  an  important  molting 
area  fot  gteatei  white-fronted  geese,  Canada  geese,  and  snow  geese.  An  average  of  37,(X)0  geese 
of  Uiese  4  species  use  die  area  annually  (King.  1997).    There  is  no  other  comparable  area  with  Ilie 
combinadon  of  low-lying  lakes,  lush  vegelaUon  and  freedom  from  disturbance  available  to  diis 
brant  peculation  along  Alaska's  northern  coast  (Weller  et  al.  1994).  Biological  research  carried 
out  since  die  last  NPRA  lease  .sales  has  further  documsnted  Uk  critical  importance  of  this  area  to 
black  brant,  other  waterfowl,  loons,  and  shorcbirds. 

Intensive  studies  on  brant  habitat  use,  energetics  and  disturbance  were  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  and  university  biolo^sts  during  the  late  1980's  (Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996, 
Jenson  1990,  Miller  1994,  Taylor  1993,  Weller  et  al.  1994).  These  further  documented  the 
sensitive  nature  of  these  unique  wetlands,  Uieir  importance  to  the  entire  Pacific  brant  population, 
and  die  suscqitibility  of  brant  to  disturbance  from  helicopters  and  ground  disturbance  (Derksen  et 
al.  1979,  1982;  Jenson  1990). 

Studies  documenting  significant  behavioral  effects  to  brant  from  hehcopler  overflights  (Derksen  et 
al.  1992)  found  that  molting  brant  did  not  habimateto  repeated  aircraft  disturbances  (Jensen 
1990).  A  scientific  model  developed  for  this  area  found  that  up  lo  IS*  of  the  flighUess,  molting 
peculation  could  experience  weiglil-loss  which  in  nirn  could  affect  dieir  migration  success  (Miller 

1994).  Other  smdies  have  documented  that  brant  are  sensitive  to  fixed-wing  aircraft,  as  well  as  

helicopters,  and  lo  human  ground  asturbances  (Ward  and  Stehn.  1989).  In  the  event  that  oil  fields     006 
are  developed  without  connecting  roads,  there  will  likely  be  increased  levels  of  air  traffic  compared 
with  existing  North  Slope  oil  fields.  This  has  not  been  adequately  analyzed  in  the  DEIS. 
Funhermofe.  die  DEIS  fails  to  discuss  differences  in  the  potential  energetic  consequences  of 
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disturbance  to  the  Pacific  black  brant  population  which  undergoes  a  lengthy  molt  migration  (Owen, 
1980)  to  reach  the  Tesl^kpuk  Lake  area  compared  with  studies  of  North  Slope  nesting  brant. 


"Hie  Tcshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  also  encompasses  the  major  calving  area  for  the  25,000  animal 
Teshel^uk  caribtxj  terd.  This  herd  constitutes  an  important  food  resource  for  local  Native  villages 
located  in  this  region  of  the  North  Slope. 


Colville  River:  The  Cohille  is  the  larg^t  of  Alaska's  rivers  that  flow  to  the  Arctic  Ocean.  The 
Colville  River  is  perhaps  best  known  for  its  remarkable  densities  of  birds  of  prey,  including  Arctic 
peregrine  falcons,  gyrfalcoas,  roigh-legged  hawks,  and  golden  eagles.  The  Colville  River  has  over 
60  nesting  pairs  of  peregrine  falcons,  20  pairs  of  gyrfalcons,  and  more  than  100  pairs  of  rough- 
legged  hawks  (T.  Swem,  pcrs.  comm.).  About  half  these  birds  nest  in  the  planning  area.  The  intact 
habitat  of  the  Colville  River  played  a  key  role  in  the  recovery  of  the  Arctic  peregrine  falcon,  which 
was  removed  from  the  list  of  North  American  endangered  species  in  1 996,  The  Colville  and  its 
tributaries  also  provide  the  most  diverse  and  abundant  habitat  for  songbirds  on  the  Ntath  Slope  T. 
Swem.  pers.  coram.).  In  addidon,  this  area  provides  impffltant  habitat  for  moose,  brown  bears, 
wolves,  wolverines,  and  at  least  twenty  species  of  anadromous  and  freshwater  fish.  It  is  vital 
source  of  subsistence  foods  for  area  residents,  and  is  a  spectacular  scenic  area  with  tren^ndous 
recreation  values  for  remote,  wilderness  experiences. 

Wc  arc  particularly  concerned  ab<Hit  the  potential  demand  fcr  gravd  fi-om  the  Colville  Riva- 
flooc^lain  (as  there  are  few  identified  gravel  sources  within  NPRA)  and  the  cumulative  effects  on 
critical  riparian  bird  habitats  fi-om  adjacent  habitats  outside  the  NPR-A  boundaries.  We  believe 
that  the  value  of  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  was  substantially  understated  in  the  DEIS. 


General  Conservation  Concerns  for  Birds:  We  are  concerned  that  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  in  the  planning  area  may  result  in  significant  impacts  to  bird  populations  and  the 
habitats  upon  which  they  depend.  The  fast  track  this  planning  process  has  taken  has  not  provided 
adequate  scientific  study  or  IhOTough  intact  assessment  Lo  the  full  diversity  of  migratory  birds  and. 
their  habitats.  For  example,  no  new  fidd  studies  on  birds  were  conducted  for  tliis  DELS  and  much 
of  the  information  relied  upon,  even  for  rare  and  endangered  species,  was  decades  old.  The  DEIS 
inadequately  addresses  many  of  the  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  effects  to  birds  and  their 
habitats  from  roads,  gravel  mining,  contaminants,  and  the  duration  or  intensity  of  potential  aerial 
and  ground  disturbaiKCS.  Furthermore,  there  are  few  supporting  data  provided  for  the  conclusions 
regarding  impacts  to  birds,  nor  clear  evidence  that  a  comprehensive  literature  review  of  all  relevant 
data  on  bird  resources  was  accomplished. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  that  adequate  analysis  of  impacts  of  imiustrial  develqiment  on  a 
wide  diversity  of  neotropical  migrant  birds  and  their  habitats  was  not  completed  for  this  DEIS, 
despite  the  significance  of  the  planning  area,  particularly  the  Colville  River  and  its  tributaries,  for 
nesting.  Wittun  the  NPR-A.  all  1 3  of  the  vertebrate  species  ranked  by  the  Alaska  Natural  Heritage 
Program  as  facing  imminent  or  long-term  population  threats  are  birds  including  tiic  spectacled 
eider,  Stelter's  eider,  black  guillemot,  buff-breasted  sandpiper,  red  knot,  white-rumped  sandpiper, 
bar-tailed  godwit,  still  sandpiper,  Baird's  sandpiper,  yellow-billed  loon,  bluethroat,  Arctic 
peregrine  falcon,  and  gyrfalcon  (Wilbw,  1 997).  Although  the  NPRA  comprises  a  significant 
portion  of  the  breeding  range  for  these  species  in  Alaska,  there  is  little  or  no  information  on  habitat 
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use  and  distribution  for  six  of  these  species  in  NPR-A.  This  basic  scientific  infixmauon  is  needed 
in  order  to  conduct  meaningfiil  assessmem  of  potential  impacts  of  oil  leasing. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  present  existing  scientific  data  on  decreased  nesung  or  breeding  season  densities 
due  to  Prudhoe  Bay  roads  for  birds  including  lesser  golden-plover,  semipalmated  sandpiper, 
pectoral  sarMJpiper,  dunlin,  stilt  sanc^iper,  buff-breasied  sanc^iper,  and  red  phalaropc  Oroy, 
1993).  Senupalmated  sandpiper  nesting  density  declines  of  40%  next  to  major  oil  field  roads  have 
been  dociunented  (Troy,  1993).  Although  the  DEIS  claims  that  tiiere  will  not  be  an  extensive  road 
network  built  for  NPR-A  oil  fields,  this  assumption  is  as  yet  untested  by  field  experience  (sec 
comments  on  the  Alpine  Field). 

Much  of  the  existing  breeding  habitat  fw  the  spectacled  eider  is  found  within  the  NTR-A,  and 
areas  of  higher  concentrations  are  found  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  Although  there 
have  been  annual  breeding  pair  annual  surveys  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  WildUfe  SerWce,  there  have 
not  been  recent  ground  nesting  surveys  within  the  NPR-A.  Furthermore,  the  results  of  an  on-going 
analysis  of  the  relationship  bclw^n  mapped  vegetation  types  and  the  breeding  pair  data  being 
convicted  jointly  by  the  BLM  and  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  lias  not  been  completed, 
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The  DEIS  fails  to  provide  scientific  documentation  or  adequate  rationale  that  leasing  could  be 
allowed  in  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  "in  a  manner  which  will  assure  the  maximum  protection 
of  such  siu"face  values  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the  NPRPA  of  1976."  TTie  stipulations  are 
inadetpiate  mitigation  because  they  can  be  waived  or  exempted  e\'en  in  the  goose  molting  areas.  In 
fact,  there  arc  no  prohibitions  against  building  pipelines  across  the  prime  goose  feeding  groutids. 
Roads,  airports,  gravel  mines,  docks,  processing  plants  and  other  facihties  are  not  scrictiy 
pr(^bited  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  In  order  to  ensure  maximum  protection  of  these 
internationally  unique  resources  as  is  rec^ired  by  the  National  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act, 
Audubon  recommends  prohibiting  leasing  and  Industrial  activities  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special 
Area. 


Major  Deficiencies  of  the  DEIS 


The  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  from  oil  development  activities  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  is 
based  upon  a  series  of  proposed  develt^ment  scenarios  that  are  still  incomplete  arid  untested  when 
evaluated  in  the  context  of  existing  devek^ment  in  the  region.  As  a  result,  the  nature  and  extent  of 
potential  impacts  is  understated. 

The  assumption  that  fijture  leasing  and  oil  fidd  ttevelopnocnt  within  the  NPRA  will  have  negligible 
impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  is  unsubstantiated.  Although  ARCO's  Alpine  Field  has  a  much  smaller 
footprint  than  earlier  developments  in  Prudhoe  Bay,  it  is  still  a  concept  nd  a  fidd-lested  model.  To 
dale,  there  are  no  working  fields  on  the  North  Slope  like  Alpine.  What  will  the  Alpine  Field  look 
like  in  ten  years?  Will  there  be  ancillary  field  connected  with  pipelines  and  roads?  How  will  this 
field  serve  as  a  "stepping  stone"  for  further  develt^mcnts?  There  is  yet  no  empirical  evidence  Uir 
these  important  questions.  Clearly,  our  previous  experience  with  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk  has 
demonstrated  that  expansive,  incremental  development  is  the  rule  rather  than  tlie  exception.  A 
major  concerns  within  NPRA  deals  with  incremental  piece-meal  developmenl  wiiich  at  some 
threshold  level  may  have  va-y  significant  impacts  on  fish,  wildlife,  recreational,  and  subsistence 
resources.  We  hope  this  is  not  the  case  and  applaud  the  concept  behind  Alpine.  However,  there  is 
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no  fieW-Iested  data  to  demonstrate  that  NPRA  will  not  evolve  into  a  far  greater  infrastructure  of 
interconnected  roads,  pipelii^es,  arxl  drill  pads  which  could  have  significant  impacts  on  NPRA's 
wildlife  resources. 

The  DEIS  does  not  address  concerns  associated  with  ARCO's  proposal  to  use  an  untested 
technology  for  a  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Colville  River  that  will  connect  the  Alpine  Held  and 
proposed  transponation  infrastracture  in  the  nonheastern  NPR-A  lo  the  Trans  Alaska  PipeUne 
System.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  the  i.'isues  regarding  this  new  technology  which  will  involve 
boring  a  hole  beneath  the  frost  bulb  of  the  river  through  which  a  pipeline  will  be  threaded. 
However,  it  assumes  this  technology  will  be  used  for  future  Colville  River  crossings  even  though 
this  technology  has  yet  to  be  fidd  tested.  The  DEIS  also  discusses  crossing  "relativdy  wide  rivers" 
by  treocliing  and  burying  pipeUnes  in  the  riverbed  This  technology  is  also  untested  in  the  Alaskan 
Arctic.  


Oil 


Key  aspects  of  a  leasing  program  are  not  defined  making  it  difficult  if  not  impossible  to  adequately 
predict  impacls.  The  DEIS  fails  to  specify  essential  components  of  a  lea.sing  program  for  the 
northeast  NPR-A,  such  as  timing,  frequency  and  si2e  of  sales. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  describe  potential  transportation  infrastructure  were  development  to 
be  allowed  in  the  nonheastern  NPR-A.  The  DEIS  assumes  that  no  major  road  nelwra-ks  will  be 
built  even  though  it  does  not  contain  sfrict  stipulations  prohibiting  such  road  construction.  The 
hmited  restrictions  that  are  included  (stipulations  24  and  28,  DEIS,  p.  0-30)  can  be  modiQed  or 
waived.    The  specification  in  the  DEIS  that  there  would  be  only  a  single,  short  road  connecting 
two  drill  .sites  within  each  oil  field  and  no  roads  between  oil  fields  is  simply  unrealistic  viewed  in 
the  light  of  ejusting  oil  field  infrastructure.  While  existing  oil  fields  (including  Kuparuk,  Milne 
Point  and  Endicott)  may  have  initially  been  described  and  even  constructed  as  distinctly  separate 
fields,  over  time  the  industry  has  argued  successfully  for  connecting  roads  to  the  main  Prudhoe 
field  and  Trans-Alaska  pipeline  terminus.  There  is  simply  no  evidence  to  indicate  fields  within  the 
NPR-A  would  not  be  connected  to  each  other  and  to  existing  develqiment  to  the  east.  Past 
experience  has  dictated  that  these  connecting  roads  have  been  necessary  for  safely  (including 
pipeline  spill  response),  and  fra  economic  considerations  related  to  costs  of  hauling  gravel  for 
construction  and  maintenance  and  transportation  of  workers  and  supplies.  It  is  unreasonable  to 
assume  they  will  not  be  built,  and  by  making  this  assumption,  BLM  has  dramatically  understated 
the  effects  of  the  transportation  infrastructure  thai  would  be  associated  with  oil  field  development 
in  the  northeast  NPR-A.  The  impacts  of  a  network  of  connecting  access  roads,  as  well  as  the 
extraction  of  gravel  needed  to  consn^ict  these  roads  must  be  fully  discussed. 
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There  is  also  no  adequate  discussion  of  potential  develcpment  of  a  road  system  to  facilitate  pipeline 
maintenaacc.  And  if  there  are  to  be  no  roads  constructed  for  surveillance  and  maintenance,  that 
would  mean  oil  spill  surveillance  and  response  or  pipeline  repairs  would  be  done  using  aircraft, 
which  studies  mdicate  would  exti:emely  disturbing  to  molting  geese  The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately 
address  the  impaas  of  aEowing  all  of  this  activity  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  fully  address  the  complete  range  of  activities  associated  with  oil  exploration  and 
field  development  in  the  planning  area.  As  a  result,  the  hill  scope  of  direct  impacts  was 
underestimated  The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  predict  the  impacts  from  gravel  extraction  for 
construction  of  oil  fields.  This  is  one  of  the  most  serious  shortcoming  of  the  DEIS.  The  amounts  of 
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gravel  needed  for  proposed  developmeol  arc  signiflcanUy  underestimated  resulting  in  an  unrealistic 
impacls  assessment.  The  DEIS  assumes  each  oil  field  constructed  within  the  northeastern  NPR-A 
will  need  only  lOO  acres  of  gravel.  This  is  of  concern  because  historically,  gravel  requirements 
have  greatiy  surpassed  There  is  also  an  inadequate  discussion  of  sources  of  gravel  and  of  the 
transponation  infrasuiicturc  needed  to  bring  gravel  to  oil  field  consUTiction  sites. 
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Cumulative  Impacts 


The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  consider  cumulative  impacts  from  oil  and  gas  development  in  the 
northeastern  NPR-A.  BTM  is  obligated  under  NEPA  lo  consider  cumulative  impacts  that  may 
occur  throughout  the  NPR-A.  There  are  a  few  scattered  nnentions  in  the  DEIS  of  possible  effects 
elsewhere  in  the  NPR-A  from  leasing  in  the  northeast  corner,  but  tilis  analysis  is  not  rigorous  or 
consistent.  Cumulative  effects  are  defined  under  CEQ  regulations  as  "...the  impact  on  the 
environment  which  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past, 
present,  and  reasonably  to-eseeable  future  actions  regardless  of  Uiat  agency  (federal  or  non-federal) 
or  person  undertakes  such  other  action,"  (40  CFR  Sec.  1508.7.)  At  a  mitiimum,  the  cumulative 
effects  analysis  for  the  northeastern  planning  area  of  NPRA  should  address  Ihc  degree  to  which 
development  in  the  planning  area  will  exacerbate  impacts  associated  widi  existing  oil  field 
operations  elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope.  In  addition,  an  analysis  of  proposed  development  in  Uie 
NPRA  must  include  a  discussion  of  potential  activities  on  Native  corporation  lands  within  NPR-A 
and  adjacent  state  and  private  lands,  particularly  in  light  of  existing  oil  leases  on  ASRC  lands 
within  the  NPRA,  as  well  as  state  leases  and  proposed  development  in  the  Colville  River  delta. 

The  existing  oil  fields  on  Alaska's  North  Slope  cover  nearly  400  square  miles  of  state  lands 
between  the  Canninj  River  to  Uie  east  and  Uic  Colville  River  to  die  west.   The  cumulative  effects  of 
expanding  oil  develcpment  across  the  Alaskan  Arctic  have  not  been  coraprehen.sively  addressed  to 
date.  In  fact,  most  of  this  oil  field  development  has  proceeded  on  a  piece  meal  basis  without 
completion  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  For  exainple,  only  three  EIS's  have  been 
completed  for  oil  field  development  on  Alaska's  Ncrti  Slope:  /^mong  the  cumulative  effects  Uiat 
have  never  been  adequately  addressed  are  region- wide  impacts  to  water  and  air  quality,  changes  in 
hydrological  regimes  within  the  region  and  subsequent  degradation  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  loss 
of  habitat,  loss  of  wUdemess  values,  impacts  to  subsistence  resources,  and  loss  of  subsistence 
hunting  and  fishing  opportunities. 

The  DEIS  acknowledges  that,  "a  lack  of  a  comprehensive  environmental  analysis  and  land  use  plan 
for  the  entire  North  Slope... was  highlighted  by  many  people  as  a  critical  issue,  citing  the 
cumulative  effects  of  past,  present  and  ftimre  land  use  activities,  particularly  onshore  and  offshore 
petroleum  development,  on  various  resources  and  tiiefr  uses,"  (DEIS,  p.  1-9).  Nevertheless,  the 
DEIS  fails  to  adequately  address  these  cumulative  impacts  and  explain  how  proposed  oil 
development  in  the  NPR-A  will  expand  or  contribute  to  these  in^acts. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  clearly  articulate  how  proposed  devdopmem  in  the  norUieastern  NPR-A  will  be 
linked  and  in  fact  may  facihtate  development  outside  tiie  area  currenUy  proposed  for  leasing, 
particularly  reasonably  foreseeable  development  to  the  north  and  west  and  subsequent  direct  and 
cumulative  impacls  from  roads,  staging  areas,  causeways.  proces.sing  plants,  and  pipelines  dial 
would  result  from  this  development.  The  DEIS  states  dial  development  proposed  in  die  range  of 
alternative  presented,  "...largely  is  analyzed  in  its  relation  to  existing  and  producing  fields;  tills 
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analysis  does  not  speculate  on  deveJoproeni  from  myriad  potential  off-  and  onshore  fields.  The 
UouDg,  location,  devdopmem,  resource  levels,  and  infrasiruclure  requirements  of  yet  undeveloped 
(if  not  undiscovered)  fields  are  a  mailer  of  extreme  conjecture."  (DEIS.  p.IV-A-38).  In 
detcrmiiting  potential  impacts  of  proposed  development  in  the  NPR-A  and  how  Ihis  devdopmcnt 
will  facilitate  and/cff  cormecl  lo  other  development  in  the  region,  it  is  reasonable  to  at  least  include 
all  known  oil  fields,  unitized  areas,  and  areas  with  pending  pa-mits  tor  development  and 
coisslniction.  The  DEIS  failed  lo  do  so. 

The  discussion  of  easting  dcvelqjment  that  are  contained  in  the  DEIS  fail  to  adequately  describe 
the  full  scope  of  development.  For  example,  the  DEIS  refers  to  141  miles  of  existing  pipchncs, 
those  in  the  major  "trunk  line  systems,"  {DEIS,  p.III-€-56)  and  ignores  the  remainder  of  the  nearly 
1 , 1  (K)  miles  of  pipelines  that  thread  Uirough  and  between  existing  oil  fields.  The  DEIS  also  docs 
not  address  the  road  system  in  its  entirely  or  describe  how  development  in  the  NPR-A  will  connect 
to  and  expand  this  transportation  infrastruclure. 
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In  1987,  an  impact  assessment  of  exisdng  oil  field  development  on  the  North  Slope  was  done  using 
was  done  using  a  lime  series  of  aerial  photographs  to  measure  direct  and  secondary  effects, 
(Walko-,  et.  al.  1987.)  This  represents  the  most  rigorous  attempt  to  evaluate  cumulative  effects 
conducted  to  date.  Audubon  recommends  this  work  be  updated  as  an  initial  step  in  completing  an 
adequate  cumulative  effects  analysis  f»  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  Results  should  include  detailed 
maps  at  scale  of  1 :  24,000  showing  all  facilities,  as  well  as  secondary  effects  of  development  such 
as  impouiKlments,  dust  shadowing,  culvert  failures  and  oil  spill  sites.  This  kind  of  trend  analysis 
wcRtld  show  rates  of  gravel  fill  and  extraction,  rates  of  construction  of  roads  and  pipelines,  number 
of  drill  pads  and  production  pads,  and  distance  between  roads,  pipelines,  and  other  facilities  within 
each  oil  field  and  between  oil  fields. 


Tlie  DEIS  also  fails  to  consider  impacts  from  development  on  nonfederal  lands  within  the  planning 
area.    BLM  states  that  development  on  "lands  owned  by  ANCSA  regional  a  village 
corporations..."  and  other  nonfederal  laws  within  the  planning  area  are  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS 
(DEIS.  p. 1-2).  But  the  effects  of  industrial  activities  they  may  occur  on  these  lands  as  a  result  of 
qwning  the  northeast  NPRA  to  oil  development  cannot  be  ignored.  Likewise,  ongoing  acfivities  on 
these  lands  that  may  impact  management  decisions  in  NPRA  must  be  considered.  BLM  must 
consider  cumulative  effects  in  order  to  comply  with  NEPA.  It  is  reasonable  to  expect  oil 
develt^iment  to  occur  on  these  lands,  and  for  this  developmerit  to  be  linked  to  development  in 
NPRA  as  well  as  impact  resources  in  NPRA. 


There  are  also  cumulative  effects  to  be  considered  to  the  northeastern  NPR-A  from  offshore 
develcpment  to  the  north  For  example,  in  its  final  EiS  for  OCS  Sale  144  off  the  coast  of  the 
NPRA,  MMS  presumed  that  as  many  as  six  oil  spills  averaging  7,000  barrels  could  occur  in  the 
Beaufort,  resulting  in  losses  of  seabirds,  waterfowl,  and  shorebirds.  These  effects  need  to  be 
considered  with  those  that  could  ixcur  from  proposed  development  within  NPR-A  in  order  for  Uie 
public  to  have  a  clear  picture  of  the  environmental  effects  of  the  actions  described  in  the  range  of 
alternative  presented  in  the  DEIS.  


Pipelines  crossing  the  northeast  NPR-A  would  have  direct  and  indirect  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife 
and  subsistence  uses  which  have  not  yet  been  analyzed.  The  Final  EIS  for  OCS  Sale  144  does  not 
provide  an  adequate  evaluation  of  tie  Impacts  of  an  onshore  pipeline  servicing  the  sale  area.  By 
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arbitrarily  ignoring  the  effects  of  pipelines  crossing  NPR-A  from  offshore  leases,  or  others  "outside 
the  plaiming  area,"  BLM  fails  to  evaluate  whether  the  effects  Irom  these  transportation  facilities 
and  access  routes,  and  their  suppcrting  iniirastructure  atxj  industrial  activity,  could  be  much  greater 
than  from  oil  field  development  within  the  northeast  NPR-A.  It  is  highly  likely  that  onshore 
support  facilities,  helicopter  traffic  ai^  causeways  would  be  required  to  support  offshore  fields, 
especially  within  the  sensitive  coastal  zone.  Due  to  the  sensitive  nature  of  the  nearshore  coastal 
zone,  it  may  be  mere  likely  that  there  would  be  onshore  processing  facilities,  etc.  The  combination 
of  facilities  for  offshore  developmeitt,  including  the  essential  onshore  connecting  pipelines,  plus 
onshore  oil  fields  is  not  analyzed  in  the  DEIS. 
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One  of  the  most  serious  cumulative  effects  that  may  be  expected  elsewlicre  in  NPRA  is  from 
develqiment  of  a  road  network  which  could  in  turn  pose  negative  environmental  impacts  from  coal 
and  other  development  that  could  become  ecoiKunic  to  transport  as  a  result  of  the  rtjads.  Some  of 
the  most  significant  issues  that  need  to  be  considered  include  impacts  to  the  Western  Arcfic  caribou 
herd,  effects  on  the  coastal  environment  (especially  habitats  used  by  migratory  birds,  fish,  caribou, 
and  marine  macnmals),  spectacled  and  Steller's  eider  habitat,  and  subsistence. 


In  summary,  the  tinK  to  address  balancing  develqjment  and  conservation  within  NPRA  and  the 
North  Slope  is  now,  in  the  planning  process,  before  we  have  made  irreversible  commitments  lo  an 
infrastrticture  that  become  a  stepping  stone  to  a  variety  of  other,  iinplatined,  developments.  We 
have  an  unprecedented  qjpotunity  to  look  at  the  big  picmre  within  NPRA  and  the  North  Slope. 
But  we  have  yet  to  take  advantage  of  this  opportimity.  If  wedoitot  address  cumulative  effects 
analysis  now,  we  run  the  risk  of  foreclosing  important  conservation  options.  In  our  scoping 
comments,  Audubon  strongly  recommended  to  BLM  the  importance  of  taking  a  loi^-term, 
landscape  perspective  in  planning  for  the  single  largest  block  of  public  land  in  Alaska.  With  GIS 
technology  and  the  science  of  conservation  biology  we  have  the  tools  and,  if  we  act  now,  still  have 
the  time  and  conscrvadon  options  to  preveM  ending  up  with  unacceptable  strip  development  across 
this  va-st  Arctic  ecosystem.  Unfortunately,  tlK  DEIS  has  not  substantively  addressed  this 
fiindamental  task.  This  serious  flaw  must  be  corrected. 

Potential  Impacts  Outside  the  Planning  Area 


The  DEIS  did  not  address  potential  impacts  of  leasing  and  oil  development  outside  the  planning 
area.  However,  oil  leasing  and  development  in  NPR-A  may  greatly  affecl  the  public  values  of 
raigrattxy  bird  resources  well  beyond  the  North  Slope.  The  absence  of  an  impact  analysis 
regarding  the  tiaUooal  aitd  international  values  of  waterfowl,  shorebirds,  and  other  birds  is  a  majts" 
deficiency  in  the  DEIS.  We  are  particularly  concerned  that  it  fails  to  adequately  discuss  how  U.S. 
obligations  under  international  ueaties  and  agreeraems  for  the  protection  of  shared  resources  will 
be  met  by  the  proposed  management  alternatives.  The  DEIS  also  neglects  discussion  trf  the  effects 
of  industrial  development  in  NPRA  on  regional  agreements  such  as  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta 
Goose  Management  Plan  and  waterfowl  fiyway  management  plans. 


The  United  States  has  treaties  for  the  protection  of  migratory  birds  with  Canada  (1916),  Mexico 
(1936),  Russia  (1976),  and  lapan  (1979),  and  several  international  agreements:  the  North 
American  Waterfowl  Management  Plan  with  Canada  and  Mexico  which  includes  the  Arctic  Goose 
loint  Venture  Program;  the  1996  "Area  V  agreement  between  the  U.S.  and  the  Ru.ssian  Federation 
on  protection  of  the  environment  and  natural  resources  that  focuses  on  spectacled  and  Steller's 
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eiders  and  geese;  and  the  Arctic  Environmental  Protection  Strategy  signed  by  the  eight  Arctic 
naliaii£.  Many  NPRA  waterfowl  populations  are  managed  through  the  four  North  American 
Flyway  Councils,  including  Pacific  brant  inanagcd  under  a  1 992  plan  by  the  Pacific  Flyway 
Council,  greater  white- fronted  geese  under  a  plan  by  the  Central  and  Mississippi  Hyway  Councils, 
and  Tundra  Swans  are  covered  by  a  management  plan  by  all  four  fiyway  councils.  Failure  of  the 
DRIS  to  address  these  issues  is  a  sjgnifjcanl  oversight. 

Stipulations: 


Alaska  Audubon  is  concerned  about  tte  strength  and  effectiveness  of  the  stipulations.  The  DEIS 
states  that,  "Restrictions  on  development  (lease  stipulations)  will  not  adversely  affect  the  viabilily 
of  potemially  commercial  discoveries,"  (DEIS,  p.  IV- A-16.)  Basing  the  promulgation  of  all  lease 
stipulations  on  this  premise  suggests  that  oil  production  has  precedence  over  effective 
environmental  mitigation,  and  creates  a  blanket  provision  for  modification  or  waiver  that  makes  the 
stipulations  soft  or  meaningless.  The  list  of  instances  in  which  all  the  stipulations  can  be  modified 
or  waived  (DEIS,  p.U-27),  as  well  as  specific  provisions  contained  in  most  of  the  stipulatioas 
regarding  modification  and  waiver,  are  so  broad  and  vague,  we  are  seriously  concerned  about  thiar 
effectiveness. 


For  example,  key  environmental  protection  stipuladons  in  alternative  D  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
caribou  habitat  LUEA  and  altemative  E  for  the  Teshekpuk  l^e  caribou  habitat  and  goose  molting 
habitat  LUEAs  can  be  modified  fs  waived  "if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  fliat  the  restrictions  would 
make  production  technically  infeasible  or  economically  prohibitive,  and  can  demonstrate  that  the 
goals  of  the  stipulation  can  be  accomplished  through  alternative  means,"  (DEIS.  p.  11-27.)  This 
loophole  fails  to  meet  the  "maximum  protection"  standard  set  for  the  Special  Area.s  in  the  NPRPA. 

The  DEIS  contains  no  scientific  evidence  that  the  stipulations  will  be  adequate  in  mitigating 
impacts  to  an  acceptable  level.  To  our  knowledge,  no  systematic  review  of  the  effectiveness  of 
individual  stipuladons  has  been  completed,  but  .sfipulations  similar  to  those  in  the  DEIS  have  failed 
to  prevent  habitat  loss  and  degradation  elsewhere  across  the  North  Slope. 

The  stipulations  contained  in  the  DEIS  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colvilic  River  Special  Areas 
were  promulgated  with  the  assumption  that  all  impacts  can  be  mitigated  to  the  extent  that  the 
"maximum  protection"  required  pursuant  to  the  NPRPA  for  surface  resources  in  these  Special 
Areas  is  provided.  However,  the  analyses  in  the  document,  particularly  the  workshop  proceedings 
in  Appendix  E,  and  discussions  with  knowledgeable  scientists  suggest  that  the  proposed 
stipulations  are  only  guidelines,  not  guarantees,  that  significant  impacts  will  not  result.  Clearly, 
there  is  a  high  degree  of  uncertainty  surrounding  the  ability  of  the  stipulations  to  mitigate  impacts. 
Only  closure  of  these  areas  to  leasing  and  development  (including  prohibition  of  transportation  and 
support  facilities  intrastructure)  can  guarantee  impacts  will  not  occur.  Considering  the  high  value 
of  these  surface  resources  and  the  high  degree  of  lUKertainty  associated  with  our  ability  to  mitigate 
development  impacts,  it  would  be  irresponsible  to  risk  jet^ardizing  our  conservatiwi  responsibility 
by  depending  on  unproven  stipulations.  


Seventy-five  of  the  82  stipulations  are  proposed  as  conditions  of  specific  permits.  We  are 
concerned  that  the  majority  of  the  slipulatioits  are  not  generally  apphcahle  to  actions  within  the 
NPRA.  This  seems  to  be  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  interagency  process  used  to  develop  the 
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stipulations.  If  they  are  not  generally  applicable,  we  are  concerned  that  the  public  and  management 
agencies  will  not  have  sufficiem  influence  on  decisions  regarding  individual  permit  applications. 


Stipulation  1  should  apply  across  the  board  regardless  of  size  of  die  cperation.  Garbage  disposal 
must  tie  managed  properly  or  there  will  be  a  problem  with  wildlife  attractants  and  the  strong 
Ukelihood  of  nuisance  wildlife  problems  including  defense  of  life  and  property  kills  of  bears  and 
othta-  wildlife. 


Stipulation  24  is  unlikely  to  provide  all  the  data  needed  to  determine  facility  design  and  location. 

Terminology  such  as  "economically  feasible"  (Stip  29)  and  "major  river"  (Slip  42)  should  be 
clearly  defined  


There  should  be  a  stipulation  requiring  exploration,  development,  and  production  activities  to  be 
compatible  with  the  maintenance  of  productive  fish  and  wildlife  populations  just  as  there  is  a 
stipulation  (64)  requiring  compatibility  with  subsistence  activities. 


Stipulation  78  would  provicfc  subsistence  users  access  through  oilfield  facilities  and  roads  to  goose 
molting  areas.  This  raises  a  major  concern  thai  increased  human  access  could  displace  molting 
geese  in  tlKse  critical  habitats.  This  could  be  a  significant  impact  of  oilfield  development  within  the 
critical  wildlife  habitats  of  NPRA. 

Additional  Concerns 

The  evaluation  of  impacts  from  major  oil  spills,  chronic  spills  and  spills  to  marine  waters  contained 
in  the  DEIS  docs  not  adequately  assess  direct  effects  and  does  not  include  a  discussion  of  indirect 
effects. 


The  DEIS  does  not  provide  objective  criteria  for  defining  the  extent,  intensity,  and  duration  of 
effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  and  populations,  subsistence  and  other  include  resources. 
Scientific  justification  for  the  criteria,  as  well  as  citations  for  impact  levels  needs  to  be  provided. 


Comparisons  of  impacts  in  Table  ILD.2.  (DEIS,  pp.  IMl  to  11-71)  do  not  specify  which  impacts 
are  considered  major  or  minor.  In  addition,  it  appears  the  assumption  was  made  that  all  first  sales 
would  be  the  same  for  Alternatives  B-E,  even  though  significant  differences  exist  between  these 
alternatives.  This  is  not  realistic. 


For  the  "multiple  sales"  scenario  described  for  Altemative  E,  the  DEIS  claims  that,  "displacement 
of  birds  from  distiirbance  and  habitat  alternation  or  loss  is  expected  to  increase  substantially 
throughout  most  of  the  planning  area  ...  but  not  .significantly  affect  planning  area  populations," 
(DEIS,  p.  n-52.)  The  DEIS  offers  no  evidence  to  substantiate  diis  statement. 


The  DEIS  asserts  that  as  a  result  of  the  levels  of  development  allowed  in  Alternatives  D  and  E, 
"...near  the  oil  fields,  surface,  air  and  foot  traffic  are  expected  to  increase  significanUy  (over  that 
which  would  occur  under  Alternatives  A-Cj  and  to  displace  some  terrestrial  mammals,  but  not 
significantly  affect  Arctic  Slope  populations."  While  this  statement  may  categorically  be  true 
(particularly  if  U>e  Western  Arctic  herd  is  counted  as  part  of  "Arctic  Slope  populations"),  it  fails  to 
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recognize  ihe  severity  of  impacts  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  herd,  a  locally  imponant  subsisience 
resource. 


In  its  discussion  of  impacts  if  development  were  to  proceed  under  Alternative  E,  BLM  fails  lo 
adequately  describe  the  impacts  of  disturbance,  habitat  loss  and  oil  spills  to  molting  geese  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  and  the  goose  moiling  LUHA. 


In  its  ANTl.CA  Section  810  review  sununarizes  in  Appendix  D,  BLM  concluded  that  Alternatives 
D  and  E  would  signiiicantly  restrict  subsistence  uses,  but  does  not  find  that  subsistence  resixirces 
would  not  become  unavailable,  undesirable  for  use.  or  expaience  overall  population  declines,  even 
though  such  affects  are  discussed  earlier  in  the  EnvironmentaJ  Consequences  section  of  the  DELS. 


TTiere  was  no  consideration  of  wilderness  designation  fcr  any  portion  of  the  NPR-A.  This  should 
have  been  addressed, 


Summary 

«     The  DEIS  does  not  explicitly  demoostrated  how  NPRA  oil  "r&io-ves"  will  be  managed  in  the 
best,  long'tem  inte-est  of  ti  Natioa  TIk  DELS  also  fails  to  provide  a  clear  and  compelling 
tationi^e  for  why  leasing  in  ttie  reserve  must  occur  now  in  the  absence  of  a  national  energy 
policy, 

•  Alaska  Audubon  does  not  support  a  decision  to  lease  oil  reserves  in  the  ncrthcastcrn  planning 
area  of  NPRA  al  this  time. 

•  However,  if  the  Secretary  of  Interior  makes  the  decision  to  lease  within  NPRA,  Alaska 
Audubon  strongly  urges  the  Secretary  to  ctevelop  and  select  a  new  alternative  that  protects  tlie 
important  wildlife  values  of  both  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colvilie  River  Spariai  Areas  as  well  as 
several  other  riparian  corridors  within  the  planning  area.  As  currently  presented  in  the  DEIS, 
none  of  die  leasing  alternatives  (B-E)  provide  adequate  protections  fcr  the  areas  fish,  wildlife, 
recreational,  or  subsistence  values. 

•  Alaska  Audubon  requests  the  Secretary  to  withdraw  die  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colvilie  River 
Special  Areas  from  leasing  and  development  (including  the  construction  of  roads,  pipelines, 
and  other  surface  infrastructures).  Wc  also  request  (he  Secretary  seek  permanent  protection 
for  these  Special  Areas  through  legislative  action. 

•  Other  inqxJTtant  wildlife  areas  Audubon  recommends  for  protection  include  Fish  and  Judy 
creeks  and  Ikpikpuk,  Kikiakrorak.  and  Kogosukruk  rivers.  These  important  areas  should  be 
provided  with  consavaUon  buffers  (as  id^iiified  in  Alternative  B)  wluch  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  including  roads,  surface  pipelines,  and  other  oil  field  infrastructures. 

»     The  DEIS  tid  not  identify  a  preferred  alternative  among  the  five  presented.  This  dues  nut 
provide  reviewers  an  opportunity  (o  respond  to  a  likdy  management  scenario.  We  urge  BLM 
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to  provide  a  public  review  and  comment  period  on  their  selected  alternative  prior  to  issuing  a 
final  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision. 

•     Tte  DEIS  did  not  complete  an  acceptable  cumulative  effects  analysis  regarding  wildlife 
in^acts  associated  with  leasing  and  oil  field  development.  BLM  managers  must  incraporate  a 
long-term,  !andsc<q>e  perspective  in  thdr  planning  for  the  largest  single  block  of  public  land  in 
Alaska.  Each  individual  dcvclq)mcnt  will  contribute  incren^ntally  to  cumulative 
environmental  impacts.  We  strongly  recommend  diat  the  FEIS  include  a  new.  respoasibie 
cumulative  effects  analysis.  Only  by  taking  this  action  now  can  we  avoid  a  future  condition  of 
unplanned  strip  develt^ment  across  this  vast  Arctic  eccffiystem. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  BLM  Audubon's  comments  and  recommendaUons  on  the 
Integrated  Activity  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  die  ncctheasl  comer  of  NPRA. 
Alaska  AuAibon  supports  responsible  economic  development  that  is  in  balance  with  protecting  the 
(Kological  integrity  of  an-  northern  ecosystems.  Healthy,  productive  ecosystem?  are  fundamental 
fOT  ensuring  a  sustainable  economy  foe  Alaska  and  maintaining  the  quality  of  our  outtkxff-oricnted 
life  style  shared  and  valued  by  all  Alaskans.  We  strongly  encourage  you  to  consider  our 
recommendations  and  take  appropriate  actions  to  protect  the  significant  wildlife  and  wildland 
values  of  this  internationally  important  Arctic  ecosystem. 


SirKa^ely. 


L^VJ.  <d<^/; 


JohnW.  Schoen,  Ph.D. 
Executive  Director 

cc:         Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 
Governor  Knowles 
ADE&G  Commissioner  Frank  Rue 
Audubon  Policy  Directcff  Dan  Beard 


V-203 


Gene  Terland.  BLM 

NaUooal  Audubon  NPR-A  DEIS  CommenU 

03/ld/98 


Page  15  of  16 


Gene  TetlsBd,  BLM 

Nartonal  Audubon  NPR-A  DEIS  Comments 

03/H/98 


Page  16  of  16 


References  Cited 

Bollinger,  K.S.  and  D.V.  Derksen.   1996.  Demograplric  characlerisUcs  of 
moiling  biack  brant  near  Teshekpuk  Lake,  .Maska.  J.  Field  Ornithol.,  67(1): 
141-158. 

Daksen,  D.V.,  M.V.  Wellei,  and  W.D.  Eldridge.  1979.  Distributional  ecology 
of  geese  molting  near  Teshekpuk  Lake,  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska. 
In:  R.L.  Jarvis  and  Jf.C.  Bartonek  (eds).  Management  and  biology  of  Pacific 
flyway  geese,  Oregon  State  Univ.  Book  Store,  Corvallis,  Oregon. 

Derksen,  D,  v.,  W.D.  Eldridge,  and  T.C.Rothe.  1979.  Waterbird  and  wetland 
habitat  studies.  In:  P.C.  Lent  (ed)  Studies  of  selected  wildlife  and  fish 
and  their  use  of  habitats  on  and  adjacent  to  NPR-A  1977-78  Held  Study  3.  Vol. 
2,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  BLM/NPR-A,  Anchorage,  Alaska. 

Derksen,  D.V.,  K.S.  Bollinger,  D.  Esl»,  K.C.  Jensen,  E.J.  Taylor,  M.W. 
Miller,  and  M.W.  Weller.  1992.  Effects  of  aircraft  on  behavior  and  ecology 
of  molting  black  brant  near  Teshekpuk  Lake,  Alaska.  Final  rejxrt  submitted  by 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  Alaska  Fish  &  Wildlife  Research  Center, 
Anchorage.  OCS  Study  MMS  92-0063. 

King,  J. G.  and  J.l.  Hodges.  1979.  A  preliminary  analysis  of  goose  banding  on 
Aia.ska'  s  Arctic  slope.  In  Management  and  biology  of  Pacific  Flyway  geese:  a 
symposium,  ed.  R.L.  Jar\'is  &  J.C.  Bartonek.  Oregon  Stale  University  Book 
Stores,  Corvallis,  pp.  176-188. 

King,  R.  1997.  A  discussion  of  geese  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  and  migratory 
birds  of  the  Arctic  coastal  plain.  In:  NPR-A  Symposium  Proceedings:  Science, 
Traditional  Knowledge,  and  die  Resources  of  die  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.    April  16-18, 1997.  AiKhorage,  U.S. 
Mmerals  Management  Service,  OCS  Study  MMS  97-0013. 

Jensen,  K.  1 990.  Responses  of  molting  Pacific  black  brant  lo  experimental  aircraft  disturbance  in 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  Alaska.  PhD.  Dissertation.  Texas  A&M  University, 

Miller,  M.W.   1994.  Route  selection  to  minimi7e  helicopter  disturbance  of 
molting  Pacific  black  brant:  A  simulation.  Arctic  47(4):  341-349. 

Owen,M.  1980.  WiJdgeeseof  the  world:  their  life  histay  and  ecology. 
London:  BT  Batsford,  Ltd 

Taylor,  E.J.  1993.  Molt  and  bioenergetics  of  Pacific  black  brant  (Branla 
bemicla  nigricans)  on  the  Arctic  coastal  plaia  Alaska.  PhD  dissertation, 
Texas  A&M  University. 


References  Cited  (continued) 

Troy  Ecologica]  Research  Associates.   1993.  Birduseof  thePrudhoeBay  Oil 
Field  Prepared  for  HP  Exploration  (Ala.ska)  Inc.  Anchorage,  AK.  58pp. 

Walker.  D,  P  Webber,  E.  Binnian,  K.  Everett,  N.  l^ederer,  E.  Nordstrand,  and  M.  Walker.  1987. 
Cumulative  impacts  of  oil  fields  on  northern  Alaskan  landscapes.  Science  238:  757-76L 

Ward,  D.H.  and  R.A.  Stehn.  1989.  Responscof  brant  and  cither  geese  to 
aircraft  disturbance  at  Izembek  Lagoon,  Alaska.  Final  rqx^  submitted  by 
U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  to  Minerals  Management  Service,  Alaska  (OCS  Study 
MMS  90-0046),  193  pp. 

Weller,  M.W.  and  D.V.  Derksen.   1979.  The  geomcq>hology  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  in 
relation  to  coasUine  configuration  of  Alaska's  coastal  plain,  Arctic  32(2): 
152-160. 

Weller,  M.W.,  K.C.  Jensen,  E.J.  Taylor,  M.W.  Miller,  K.S.  BolUnger,  D.V. 
Derksen,  D.  Esler,  and  C.  Markon.  1994.  Assessment  of  shoreline  vegetation 
in  relations  to  use  by  molting  black  brant  Branta  bcrnicla  nigricans  on  the 
Alaska  Coastal  Plain.  Biological  Conservation  70:  219-225. 

Wilbor,  S.   1997.  Review  of  rare  and  sensitive  vertebrate  species  in  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska.  In:  NPR-A  Symposium  Proceedings:  Science. 
Traditional  Knowledge,  and  the  Resources  of  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.    April  16-18,  1997,  Anchorage.  U.S. 
Minerals  Management  Service,  OCS  Study  MMS  97-0013. 


V-204 


1664-001 

Please  see  Response  1851-002. 

1664-002 

Please  see  Response  1851-058.  The  response  gives  the  reason  permanent  protection  measures,  such  as 
wilderness  designation,  are  not  proposed  in  an  alternative.  The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  gravel  roads 
connecting  to  a  road  system  outside  the  planning  area.  (See  Stipulation  48  for  the  Preferred  Alternative.) 
For  a  discussion  of  stipulations,  please  see  Response  1851  -060. 

1664-003 

Please  see  Response  1851-054. 

1664-004 

Please  see  Response  1851-058.  The  response  provides  the  rationale  for  why  permanent  protection  measures, 
such  as  wilderness  designation,  are  not  proposed  in  an  alternative.  The  Preferred  Alternative  restricts  oil  and 
gas  facilities  near  all  of  the  streams  named  in  this  comment.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39  describes 
restrictions  in  the  riparian  areas. 

1664-005 

Bird  Conservation  Areas  (BCA')  are  part  of  the  overall  strategy  of  conservation  planning  within  Partners  m 
Flight  (PIF).  The  PIF  is  a  program  initiated  by  the  National  Fish  and  Wildlife  Foundation  to  promote  the 
conservation  of  bird  diversity  in  North  America.  The  PIF  is  not  an  organization  but  a  cooperative  effort. 
Participants  in  PIF  include  nongovernmental  organizations,  State/Provincial  and  Federal  Agencies, 
academicians,  and  private  industry  froin  several  nations. 

The  BCA's  are  large  areas  that  sustain  or  are  capable  of  sustaining  healthy  populations  of  birds.  Typically, 
BCA's  include  multiple  cooperating  landowners  who  voluntarily  coordinate  their  management  practices  to 
provide  a  constant  base  of  habitat  needed  by  birds.  Management  practices  to  promote  bird  conservation  in 
these  areas  must  be  compatible  with  other  social  and  economic  priorities. 

The  BCA's  involve  varied  landowners.  In  the  case  of  the  proposed  BCA  along  the  Colville  River,  the 
landowners  would  be  the  United  States  (through  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management),  the  State  of  Alaska,  and 
the  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation.  The  BCA's  are  voluntary  agreements  among  landowners,  and  any 
owner  could  tenninate  the  agreement  at  any  time.  There  are  no  Federal  laws  or  regulations  that  address 
BCA's;  therefore,  there  is  no  related  Federal  authority  to  ensure  protection  of  riparian  habitat  on  State  or 
private  lands. 

1664-006 

Potential  effects  of  air  traffic  are  discussed  in  Sections  IV.B.8.a.(2)b  and  IV.C.8.b(l)(b),  citing  the  same 
references  as  the  comment.  There  is  little  doubt  that  air  traffic  will  increase  if  oil  and  gas  development 
occurs.  Most  likely,  fixed-wing  aircraft  will  disturb  the  geese  less  than  helicopters,  and  attempts  to  fix  the 
quantity  of  air  traffic  at  this  point  is  quite  speculative.  The  comment  stating  that  aircraft  access  will  be 
increased  requires  estimates  of  activity  levels  that  currently  also  would  be  speculative.  The  EIS  discusses 
energetic  consequences  of  disturbance  (Sec.  IV.C.8.b(l));  it  should  be  noted  that  a  model  that  estimates  the 
immediate  effect  of  disturbance  (weight  loss)  has  been  calculated  only  for  brant.  The  ultimate  effect  of  such 
loss  on  survival,  successful  migration  to  their  staging  or  wintering  areas,  or  recruitment  of  subadults  into  the 
breeding  population  is  considerably  beyond  the  capability  of  current  datasets;  therefore,  the  effect  is  not 
discus.sed  in  this  EIS. 

1664-007 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Colville  River  and  several  other  rivers  in  the  planning  area  provide  regionally 
important  raptor  (and  passerine)  habitat.  Additional  material  on  raptors  is  in  Sections  lll.B.4.d, 
lV.C.8.b(i)(e),  and  IV.C.8.b(2)  of  the  EIS.   Potential  effects  of  gravel  mining  along  the  Colville  River  has 


been  added  to  Section  IV. H. 8.  Occurrence  of  gravel  is  discussed  in  Section  lIl.A.l.d  of  the  document. 

1664-008 

The  BLM  believes  that  the  schedule  for  producing  the  lAP/EIS  has  afforded  adequate  time  to  analyze  the 
resources,  uses  of  the  planning  area,  the  impacts  future  activities  may  have  on  them,  and  time  to  gather  and 
consider  public  input. 

1664-009 

Potentially  adverse  effects  from  roads,  gravel  mining,  contaminating  oil,  and  aerial  and  ground  disturbances 
are  discussed  in  Sections  IV. B. 8,  rV.C.8,  IV.F.S,  and  1V.G.8.  Conclusive  evidence  or  comprehensive 
information  to  accurately  determine  the  effects  is  lacking  for  most  species.  The  BLM  thoroughly  reviewed 
the  literature  to  support  the  statements  in  these  sections.  References  with  peripheral  information  or  that 
duplicates  other  works  are  not  cited.  This  eliminates  long  sequences  of  citations  and  makes  the  document 
more  readable. 

Bird  species  that  are  considered  unlikely  to  breed  or  rarely  occur  within  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area 
were  not  included  in  this  analysis.  The  red  knot,  white-rumped  sandpiper,  and  bluethroat  generally  are  listed 
as  casual  visitant,  accidental,  or  uncommon  migrant  (Derksen,  et  al.,  1981 ;  Johnson  and  Herter,  1989). 
Observations  of  these  species  generally  are  more  common  west  of  the  planning  area.  Given  this  low  level 
occurrence,  it  seems  unlikely  that  oil  and  gas  activities  would  cause  adverse  effects  to  more  than  an 
insignificant  proportion  of  the  population.  Black  guillemots  are  marine  birds,  and  it  is  unlikely  they  will  be 
adversely  affected  by  primarily  onshore  activities.  They  are  uncommon  except  at  Cooper  Island  to  the  west, 
where  their  presence  has  been  artificially  enhanced.  Substantive  biological  information  is  scant  for  many 
species  that  occur  on  the  arctic  plain,  although  those  that  occur  in  the  area  from  Teshekpuk  Lake  to  east  of 
Prudhoe  Bay  have  received  comparatively  greater  attention. 

The  information  cited  as  lacking  concerning  the  effects  of  road  presence  on  various  shorebird  species  is 
discussed  in  Sections  IV.B.8.a  and  fV.C.S.b. 

Regarding  potential  effects  on  spectacled  eiders  given  several  areas  of  higher  concentration,  these  total  <30 
mi'  in  extent  and  have  about  0.5  to  1 .6  birds/kml  At  these  densities,  it  does  not  appear  likely  that  a  large 
proportion  of  the  spectacled  eider  population  breeds  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  or  that  large  number  of  these 
eiders  would  be  disturbed  severely,  but  the  nesting  efforts  of  one  to  a  fev/  pair  may  be  displaced  or  disturbed 
sufficiently  at  each  long-term  site  of  activity  to  be  terminated,  thereby  affecting  productivity  to  a  small 
extent.  This  is  not  expected  to  be  a  significant  result  at  the  population  level.  Ground  sur\'eys  in  the  Prudhoe 
Bay  area  indicate  there  may  be  many  more  spectacled  eiders  across  the  Arctic  Slope  than  previously 
estimated;  however,  this  still  does  not  suggest  that  a  large  proportion  of  the  population  (estimated  140,000 
individuals)  breeds  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  Greater  ground-survey  effort  certainly  is  needed  to  verify  the 
potential  population  effects  of  activities  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development.  The  ongoing  BLM-FWS 
project  correlating  vegetation  types  and  breeding  effort  will  allow  a  more  accurate  estimation  of  likely 
spectacled  eider  u.se  of  the  NPR-A. 

1664-010 

Please  see  Response  1664-028.  The  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the 
northern  portion  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  including  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  The  alternative 
would  prohibit  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  and  adjacent  to  portions  of  the  Special  Area.  Please  also 
see  Response  1851-056. 

1664-011 

Please  see  Responses  1334-004,  1652-031,  and  1660-081  addressing  the  Alpine  field  as  an  analog  for  future 
development  in  the  NPR-A. 

Regarding  incremental  development  using  Alpine  as  a  stepping  stone  to  the  NPR-A.  the  BLM  believes  it  is 
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reasonable  to  expect  that  new  oil  field  development  to  the  west  will  attempt  to  use  Alpine's 
infrastmcture — particularly  the  pipeline  corridor  connecting  to  the  TAPS.  The  installation  of  permanent 
roads  in  the  NPR-A  is  liiTiited  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48,  and  is  not  likely  because  of  the  lack  of 
identified  gravel  sources  and  overall  expense  of  road  construction  and  maintenance.  It  is  more  likely  that 
winter  ice  roads  will  be  used  to  haul  heavy  supplies  and  equipment  to  remote  sites  in  the  NPR-A.  The 
ultimate  appearance  and  scale  of  development  in  the  NPR-A  is  analyzed  in  the  Cumulative  Case  (Sec.  IV. H). 
Using  Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk  as  an  analog  is  definitely  not  supported  by  recent  petroleum  resource  estimates 
for  this  area.  Together,  these  two  North  Slope  fields  contain  more  than  15  Bbbl  of  reserves  or  >30  times  the 
undiscovered  economically  recoverable  estimates  for  the  NPR-A  (Fig.  lll.A.l.a(3)-9). 

The  State  and  Federal  regulatory  agencies  approved  the  Alpine  pipeline  system  after  a  field  demonstration  of 
boring  technology  and  a  thorough  review  of  all  engineering  design  aspects.  Although  Alpine  is  the  current 
representative  model,  we  anticipate  that  the  learning  experience  associated  with  this  project  would  carried 
into  the  designs  for  future  pipelines  in  NPR-A. 

Regarding  the  issue  of  pipeline  trenching  as  unproven  technology  in  the  Alaskan  Arctic,  the  installation  of 
pipelines  carrying  oil  and  gas  is  standard  practice  in  many  areas  throughout  the  worfd.  The  technology  is 
very  simple;  dig  a  trench,  lay  the  pipeline,  backfill  the  trench  to  protect  the  pipeline.  Because  of  many 
reasons,  including  aesthetics  and  future  maintenance  costs,  many  new  utility  and  power  lines  are  installed 
underground.  Unique  ground  conditions  present  in  the  Arctic  (permafrost)  are  well-known  and  a  variety  of 
engineering  concepts  can  be  employed  to  safely  install  and  maintain  subsurface  pipelines. 

1664-012 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -052, 

1664-013 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -0 1 1  for  reasons  behind  the  roadless  development  assumption. 

1664-014 

The  issue  of  "roadless"  development  has  been  raised  by  several  other  commenters.  Please  see  Response 
1851-01 1  for  reasons  behind  the  assumption.  In  addition,  note  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  restricts 
pennanent  road  development  (stipulation  48). 

"Roadless"  development  will  not  preclude  access  to  inspect  and  repair  the  pipeline,  although  the 
transportation  means  will  change  with  the  seasons.  During  the  winter  months,  access  to  conduct  visual 
inspections  could  be  by  nearby  ice  roads,  by  snowmobiles  (if  ice  roads  are  not  present),  and  by  aircraft. 
During  summer  months,  visual  inspections  largely  will  be  conducted  by  aircraft.  Seasonal  restrictions  on 
aircraft  operations  will  be  enforced  to  protect  sensitive  wildlife  from  disturbance  (Preferred  Alternative, 
Stipulations  53  and  54).  Furthermore,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  pipelines  will  be  prohibited  in 
sensitive  goose  molting  areas.  Hovercraft  also  might  be  employed,  particularly  in  periods  where  the  ground 
is  wet  (as  opposed  to  frozen).   Pipeline  repairs  likely  will  use  the  same  forms  of  transportation.  Should  an 
emergency  pipeline  repair  be  necessary,  an  onsite  evaluation  will  consider  the  effects  of  various  strategies.  It 
should  be  noted  that  pipeline  monitoring  is  largely  by  remote  instrumentation  and  will  increase  in  the  future. 
Numerous  monitoring  and  safety  systems  are  installed  to  provide  redundancy  in  these  electrical  and 
mechanical  safety  systems. 

1664-015 

The  potential  effects  of  air  traffic  on  molting  geese  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  are  discussed  in 
Sections  IV.B.8  and  IV.C.8. 

1664-016 

The  BLM  believes  the  gravel  requirements  projected  in  the  lAP/EIS  are  realistic.  They  are  based  on  current 
technology  that  requires  considerably  less  gravel  than  earlier  development  on  the  North  Slope.  The  scarcity 


of  gravel  in  the  NPR-A  also  discourages  its  use.  The  final  lAP/EIS  expands  the  discussion  of  potential 
impacts  from  extraction  of  gravel. 

1664-017 

The  cumulative  impact  analysis  addresses  a  broader  range  of  existing  and  potential  future  developments  and 
development  on  Native-owned  lands  near  Nuiqsut.  Please  see  Response  1851  -025. 

1664-018 

A  development  scenario  for  the  planning  area,  including  an  analysis  of  proposed  roadless  development,  is 
discussed  in  Section  IV.A.  1 .  Section  III.  A.  I  .a(2)  includes  an  extensive  discussion  of  existing  oil  fields  and 
fields  pending  development. 

1664-019 

Please  see  Responses  1851-026  and  1851-027. 

1664-020 

The  study  would  be  an  interesting  and  valuable  one  but  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  current  planning  process. 
The  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  should  consider  this  proposal. 

1664-021 

The  final  lAP/EIS  incorporates  an  analysis  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  Native-owned  land  near  Nuiqsut. 
Please  see  Response  1851  -025 . 

1664-022 

Please  see  Responses  1 85 1  -025  and  1 85 1  -033. 

1664-023 

In  addition  to  projects  noted  in  Table  rV.A.5-1  of  the  BIS,  the  cumulative  case  analysis  includes  the  effects 
of  three  hypothetical  development  scenarios  that  could  affect  resources  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning 
Area  (Sec.  FV.H).  Three  scenarios  have  been  hypothesized  to  analyze  the  effects  on  the  resources  in  and 
adjacent  to  the  planning  area  from  development  in  ( 1 )  the  marine  environment  north  or  northwest  of  the 
planning  area,  (2)  in  the  central  part  of  the  NPR-A  west  of  the  planning  area,  and  (3)  on  Native  lands  near 
Nuiqsut.  Please  see  Response  1851-025. 

1664-024 

The  cumulative  impact  analysis  addresses  the  construction  of  a  road  linking  hypothetical  oil  and  gas 
development  west  of  the  Ikpikpuk  River  to  the  Alaskan  road  network  via  the  planning  area  and  Deadhorse. 
This  type  of  road  would  not  factor  into  the  cumulative  analysis  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  because  that 
alternative  prohibits  such  a  road.  The  analysis  does  not  discuss  impacts  from  coal  development.  The  BLM 
believes  that  any  coal  development  most  likely  would  require  a  link  to  saltwater  through  the  road  associated 
with  the  Red  Dog  Mine. 

1664-025 

Statements  indicating  the  expansive  range  of  birds  using  the  planning  area,  the  types  of  stakeholders  having 
interests  in  these  birds,  and  some  implications  of  international  agreements  concerning  conservation  and 
management  of  birds  have  been  incorporated  into  Section  III.B.4.  Although  a  statement  has  been  added  to 
Alternative  B  (Sec.  rV.C.8.b(5))  regarding  this  topic,  an  assessment  of  potential  impacts  of  leasing  and 
development  on  stakeholder  interests  would  be  difficult  at  this  fime.  This  is  because  of  a  lack  of  pertinent 
data  on  the  use  of  the  different  species  by  specific  user  groups,  and  the  correlation  between  bird  losses  on  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  and  decreased  numbers  in  migration  and  wintering  areas.  With  regard  to  molting 
geese,  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  is  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  Alternatives  A  through 
D  and  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This  suggests  that  potential  effects  from  this  activity  would  not  be  large 
enough  to  significantly  affect  their  use  by  local  or  distant  user  groups.  See  also  response  to  comment  1450- 
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001, 

1664-026 

Please  see  Response  1 164-025. 

1664-027 

The  quote  from  Section  IV.A.  1  .b.(7)  (a)  is  an  assumption  that  was  made  to  generate  the  activity  schedules 
(Tables  IV.A.  1  .b-2  and  IV. A.  1  .b-3).  Under  Leasing  Alternatives,  it  is  stated  that  "Restrictions  on  activities 
could  affect  project  viability,  leading  in  some  cases  to  the  abandon-ment  of  marginal  fields."  The  concerns, 
terms,  and  conditions  under  which  an  exception  to  the  stipulations  may  be  granted  were  considered  during 
the  development  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  (Sec.  II.C.7}.  Also,  please  see  Response  1951-002. 

1664-028 

Stipulations  are  designed  to  protect  various  resources  and  uses  of  the  planning  area.  The  passage  indicates 
that  modifications  and  waivers  could  only  be  granted  if  the  lessee  "can  demonstrate  that  the  goals  of  the 
stipulations  can  be  accomplished  through  alternative  means."  Therefore,  the  same  or  greater  level  of 
protection  would  be  offered  with  or  without  the  modification  or  waiver.  Please  see  Response  1851-056 
regarding  "maximum  protection."  Also,  please  see  Response  195 1-002. 

1664-029 

Stipulations  and  exceptions  (in  the  EIS)  were  specifically  developed  for  each  alternative  so  that  the 
effectiveness  could  be  evaluated  and  potential  impacts  of  each  alternative  identified.  A  preferred  alternative 
was  developed  on  the  basis  of  that  evaluation  and  public  comment.  Please  refer  to  Section  II.C.  I  for  a 
descnption  of  the  Prefened  Alternative  and  Section  II, C. 7  for  associated  stipulations.  Also,  please  see 
Response  1851-056. 

1664-030 

This  comment  is  addressed.  All  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  will  be  attached  to  the  lease. 

1664-031 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  2. 

1664-032 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  29, 

1664-033 

A  list  of  "major  rivers,"  as  referenced  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  41,  is  defined  by  the  list  in 
Prefened  Alternative  Stipulation  39,  or  as  identified  by  the  Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

Please  see  Response  1664-002. 

1664-034 

"Compatibility"  is  an  exclusive  term  used  in  reference  to  ANILCA  Sec,  810,  which  is  designed  to  evaluate 
and  prevent  restrictions  and  impacts  on  subsistence  uses.  In  general,  all  the  Preferred  Alternative 
stipulations  are  intended  to  protect  surface  resources  such  as  fish  and  wildlife. 

1664-035 

Alternatives  A-E  Stipulation  78  has  been  deleted  from  the  Prefeited  Alternatives  Stipulations.  Under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  leasing,  exploration,  development,  and  construction  of  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities 
including  roads  is  not  allowed  in  the  Goose  Moiling  LUEA  during  the  life  of  the  Integrated  Activity  Plan. 


1664-036 

The  EIS  analysts  did  review  the  discussion  on  oil-spill  effects  and  considered  both  direct  and  indirect  effects 
of  oil  spills  to  be  adequately  addressed.  Oil-spill  effects  on  marine  water  quality  are  only  direct  effects. 
Direct  effects  are  discussed  in  Section  rV.H.4  of  the  final  EIS  (Sec.  rV.G.4  of  the  draft  EIS), 

These  and  other  effects  of  spills  are  discussed  in  Appendix  B,  Section  I.  of  the  FEIS,  Much  of  the 
information  has  been  summarized  and  referenced  from  recent  analyses  in  EIS's  for  marine  oil  and  gas  lease. 
Summarizing  the  information  reduces  the  size  and  redundancy  and  makes  the  EIS  easier  to  read. 

1664-037 

An  objective  criteria  to  define  the  extent,  intensity,  and  duration  of  effects  on  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  and 
populations  are  lacking  or  speculative.  The  critcna  are  not  available  because  of  the  tremendous  variability 
in  the  Arctic  region.  Comprehensive  explanations  of  causal  relationships  have  been  determined  for 
extremely  few  species  or  specific  effects  factors.  The  EIS  estimates  on  the  potential  effects  on  fish  and 
wildlife  populations  are  based  on  the  best  available  information  and  the  populations  known  distribution  and 
abundance  in  the  planning  area. 

1664-038 

Classifying  impacts  as  major  or  minor  might  be  useful  for  some  readers.  However,  a  classificaUon  is 
subjective  and  generally  requires  the  terms  be  defined  for  each  of  the  resources  or  groups  of  resources.  Also, 
there  is  the  likelihood  of  disagreements  over  attempts  to  define  terms  as  major  or  minor. 

Regulations  for  implementing  NEPA  provisions  require  the  discussion  of  direct  and  indirect  effects  and  their 
significance.  Regulations  do  not  require  that  the  effects  be  classified  as  major  or  minor. 

Table  1I.D.2.C-I  is  a  comparative  summary  of  the  conclusions.  The  conclusions  are  based  on  the  analysis 
(Sees.  IV. B  through  F).  The  assumptions  that  are  part  of  the  analysis  for  each  of  the  resources  under  each  of 
the  alternatives  are  noted  in  these  sections, 

1664-039 

Section  rV.F.S.b  has  been  revised.  The  section  clarifies  statements  and  citations  regarding  potential 
displacement,  habitat  alteration  effects,  first  sale,  and  multiple  sales. 

1664-040 

The  BLM  recognizes  the  serious  effects  on  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou  habitat  (used  for  calving  north  and 
east  of  the  lake)  if  full  development  occurs  under  Alternative  E,  Futhermore,  this  effect  is  expected  to 
persist  over  the  life  of  the  oil  fields  (see  Sec.  rV.F.9.a.(2)(a),  Effects  of  Disturbance). 

1664-041 

Infonnalion  on  general  impacts  in  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  is  presented  in  Alternative  E.  Please  see 
Sections  IV, B.  8  and  IV. C. 8  for  specific  effects  of  disturbance,  habitat  loss,  and  oil  spills. 

1664-042 

Please  see  Response  1560-098. 

1664-043 

Please  see  Response  1851-058, 
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Alaska  State  Legislature 


HOUSE  OF  RRPRESENTATl  VKS 
Akxska  State  Capiiol  Juneau,  Alaska  9980 1-1181 


March  10,  1998 


Mr.  Gene  Terland,  NPR-A  Project  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  West  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  995 13 

Mr.  Terland, 

The  undersigned  support  Alternative  E  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
NPR-A  Northeast  Corner.  The  NPR-A  was  originally  established  as  an  oi!  reserve, 
therefore,  all  BLM  lands  in  this  area  should  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Alteniativcs  A  through  D  do  not  allow  access  to  the  critical  Barrow  Arch,  tlie  area  with  the 
greatest  potential  for  hydrocarbon  discover>'.  Unless  this  access  is  granted,  we  fear  that 
interest  i[i  the  upcoming  NPR-A  lease  sale  will  wane. 

We  believe  Ihat  technological  and  opcrationa/  advances  in  the  expioration,  production,  aiid 
transportation  of  hydrocarbons  in  the  arctic,  as  proven  over  the  last  20  years,  will  allow 
operators  to  meet  Alaskans'  high  standards  for  the  protection  of  wildlife  and  habitat. 

AJtemative  K  allows  for  the  highest  and  best  use  of  the  NPR-A.  Thank  you  for  considering 
our  comments. 


Sincerely 


/^^^^^X^.Y^i^pcr 


Representative  Brian  Porter 
House  Majority^ Leader 


Representative  Ramona  Barnes,  Chair 
Legislative  Council 


Mr.  Gene  Terland 
March  10,  1998 
Page  2 


<^^ 


Representative  Mark  HanlcyTCo -Chairman 
Hnii^FinMnrp.  Committee 


Representative  Gene  Therriault.  Co-Chairman, 
House  Finance  Commttee 


O 


Rej^sentative  Joe  Green,  Chairman 
Dusc  Judiciary  Comiu^tee 


Representative  Con  Burde,  Chairman 
House  HE&SS  Committee 


Representative  Bill  Hudson,  Co-Chairman 
House  Resources  Conunittee 


^oUrn 


^'-A 


Representative  Spott-Ogan,  Co-Chairman 
House  Resources  Commitlee 


Representative  Jeannetle  James,  Chair  Representative  Norman  Rokeber^  Chairman 

--ftGuse  State  Affairs  Committee  House  Labor  &  Commerce  Cojfrmiitee 

Representative  Ivan  Ivan,  Chairman  Reragjentalive  Bill  WilUaim.  Chaimian 

House  Community  &  Regional  Affairs  Committee  Jllmsss  transportation  Coiraittee 


/j>y>yiy^ 


Represent^nive  Terry  Martin 
House  Jjinance  Committee 


Representmive  Gary  Davis 
House  Finance  Committee 


Representative  Tom  Brice 
House  District  30 
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Mr.  Gcnc'lerland 
March  ]0,  1998 
Page  3 


Representative  Alan  Austerman,  Chuirman 
House  Special  Commitlee  on  Fisheries 


Representative  Beverly  Masck,  Chair 
House  Special  Cominittee  on  Military'  & 
Veterans  Affairs 


This  Side  Blank 


Jofjn  Cowder>Y(^hairman  ^ 

H^se  Special  Committee  on  International  House 

Trade  &  Tourism 


Representative  Vic  Kohring 
House  Finance  Committee 


Mark  Hodgins,  Ch^jmian 
Special  Committee  on  Oil  &  Gas 


Representative  Fred 
House  District  25 
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^sPEC'Ef^.  PENNSv 


CHWSTWHEHS   BQVQ.M 

MITCH  MtCONN  ElU  H  E  HHJWV 
CONRAD  Bl^RNS.  VO^TA^^*. 
fliCMARD  C.  SMPiar,  AUtBAMA 
JLrDD  GKQG.  ri  tW  HAMPSI^flE 


FBELLCOLOOADO 


JEST  F.  HOL-tJNGS.  SOum 
IFUCK  J.lE*Mv  VEBMaM 
^  BUMPERS.  ARIU'^SikS 
i>JK^LAUTEHB£RG.  NFi(\ 


IV  W  ID.  NEVADA 
■tEftfl  KOHL  ^ISEXiNSIN 


Bniiid  States  ^tnate 

COMMITTEE  ON  APPROPRIATIONS 
WASHrWGTON,  DC  20510-5025 
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March  12,  1998 
NPR-A  lAP/BIS  Planning  Team  Members 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  930 
222  West  7*  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513 

Dear  Planning  Team  Member: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  comment  on  tlic  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  December 
1997  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("Draft")  for  an  oil  and  gas 
leasing  program  within  the  Northeast  part  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A). 

The  Draft  puts  forth  five  alternatives  for  the  multiple-use  management  of  4.6  million 
acres  in  Alaska's  North  Slope  Borough.  Four  alternatives  accommodate  oil  and  gas  leasing. 
They  also  call  for  new  management  areas  for  special  protection,  including  the  recommendation 
that  Congress  designate  most  of  the  Colville  River  and  adjacent  lands  as  a  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  and  the  creation  of  a  Bird  Conservation  Area. 

The  permanent  reclassification  or  withdrawal  of  land  in  NPR-A  would  violate  the  clear 
intent  of  Congress,  which,  upon  creating  1 06  million  acres  of  new  conservation  lands  under  the 
Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA),  declared  in  Section  101(d): 

[ANILCA]  provides  sufficient  protection  for  the  national  interest  in  the  scenic,  natural, 
cultural  and  environmental  values  on  the  public  lands  in  Alaska,  and  at  the  same  time 
provides  adequate  opportunity  for  satisfaction  of  the  economic  and  social  needs  of  the 
State  of  Alaska  and  its  people;  accordingly,  the  designation  and  disposition  of  the  public 
lands  in  Alaska  pursuant  to  this  Act  are  found  to  represent  a  proper  balance  between  the 
reservaUon  of  national  conservation  system  units  and  those  public  lands  necessary  and 
appropriate  for  more  intensive  use  and  disposition,  and  thus  Congress  believes  that  the 
need  for  future  legislation  designating  new  conservation  system  units,  new  national 
conservation  areas,  or  new  national  recreation  areas,  has  been  obviated  thereby. 

ANILCA  anticipated  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  NPR-A;  for  example,  sections  1 43 1  (e)  and  143 1  (o) 
recognized  that  Native  corporations  would  want  to  realign  their  land  selections  when  NPR-A 
lands  became  available  for  leasing,  Ten  days  after  ANILCA  was  made  law,  a  law  to  authorize 
petroleum  production  in  NPR-A  was  enacted. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  now  asks  Alaskans  to  barter  away  favorable  terms 
regarding  the  status  and  economic  use  of  public  lands,  secured  in  Congress  in  1 980,  in  exchange 
for  the  opportunity  to  conduct  leasing  activities  authorized  by  Congress  that  same  year. 


NPR-A  Planning  Team  -  March  12,  1998 

The  Arctic  region's  ecosystems  are  delicate.  Congress  knew  this  in  1980,  even  better 
than  it  could  then  conceive  of  the  technological  advances  that  now  permit  development  with 
hardly  a  fingerprint.  Permanent  reclassificafion  or  withdrawal  of  NPR-A  land  is  not  needed  to 
protect  the  enviroimient.    1  hope  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  will  consider  my  views. 


TED  STEVENS 
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COMMENTS  ON  THE 
NORTHEAST  NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE- 
ALASKA  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMFAC 1  STATEMENT 


March  12,  1998 


ROBIN  L.  RrVETT 
Pacific  Legal  Foundation 
2151  River  Plaza  Drive, 

Suite  305 
Sacrsmcnto.  CA    95833 
Telephone:  (916)  64)-88«« 
Facsimile:  (916)  920-3444 

Attoinev  for  Pacific  Legal  Foundailon 


INTRODUCTION 

Pacific  legal  Foundation  (PLF)  is  a  nonprofir,  public  interest  law  corporation  based 
in  Sacramento,  California,  with  lihgation  offices  in  Bcllcvuc,  Washington,  Siuan.  Florida; 
Honolulu,  Hawaii;  and  a  liaison  ofRcc  in  Anchorage,  Alaska.  PLF  has  over  2O,00U  supporters 
throughout  the  United  States,  including  Alaska,  and  has  the  primary  purpose  ollitigating  in  the 
public  interest  in  (he  defense  of  individual  fieedoms,  private  property  rights,  and  free  enterprise. 

Since  its  establishment  in  1973,  PLF  has  engaged  in  research  and  litigation  over  a 
broad  spectrum  of  public  interest  issues.  With  regard  to  such  issues.  PLF  has  advocated  a 
balanced  approach  that  takes  into  account  the  relevant  social,  economic,  and  environnianlal  costs 
and  beneFits,  one  which  recognizes  that  goveminenlal  actions  should  be  confined  to  a  legitimate 
scope  of  authonty 

One  of  the  basic  philosophies  of  PLF  is  that  the  development  of  governmental 
policy  for  environmental  and  land  use  issues  should  be  grounded  in  a  proper  recognition  of 
federalism  and  include  concern  for  the  economy,  employment,  property  rights,  and  general  welfare 
of  the  public,  as  well  as  concern  for  the  environment.  In  5hoi"t,  PLF  advocates  a  broad  view  of  the 
public  intereai  and  seeks  to  ensure  that  dtc  naliuniil  government  acts  with  balance  and  common 
sense  in  adopting,  intcipreting,  and  administering  laws  and  regulations 

PLF  attorneys  have  represented  a  variety  of  resource  users  in  Alaska  and  are 
especially  concerned  diat  the  future  management  decisions  for  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- 
Alaska  (IsTR-A)  accurately  reflect  the  needs  of  all  concerned.  Because  of  the  importance  of  the 
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NPR-A.  PLF  makes  the  following  comments  on  the  Northeist  Naiional  Petroleum  Reserve- 
Alaska  Draft  Environmenlal  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). ' 

COMMEJVTS 

A.    Alternative  E  Is  The  Oniy  Mjiniigement 
Plan  Cnnsisttnt  Witli  Congressional  Intent 

Our  constituiiona!  fonn  of  government  requires  that  executive  agencies  carry  out 
their  objectives  in  complianca  with  Congress  statutory  mandates.  Attordingly,  the  alternative 
selected  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  must  support  and  conform  to  existing 
legislation  applicable  to  Alaska  aiid  ilie  NFR-A.  Focusing  on  the  will  of  Congress.  PLF  supports 
the  sclcttion  of  Altcraative  E  because  it  is  the  only  management  plan  consistent  with  congressional 
intent 

Congress  stipulated  tha!  oil  and  gas  leasing  shall  be  condnctcd  in  the  NPR-A  and 

authorized  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Interior  (Secretary)  to  mitigate  any  adverse 

environmental  impacw  while  allowing  reasonable  development  to  proceed,  42  U.S.C,  §  6508.  In 

Section  G508,  Congress  stated  in  part: 

There  shall  be  conducted,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
oflaw  and  pursuant  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe,  an  expeditious  program  of  competitive  leasing  of  oil 
and  gas  in  the  National  Petroleum  Keserve  in  Alaska:  Provided, 
that  (I)  activities  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  include  or 
provide  for  such  conduions.  restrictions,  and  prohibitions  as  the 
Secretary  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  mitigate  reasonably 
foreseeable  and  significantly  adverse  effects  on  the  surface 
resources  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  .... 


Russell  C.  Droolts,  Pacific  L«gal  Fotuidation  Law  ClerX,  assisted  in  the  preparation  of  these 
coramcnte. 
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Accordingly.  Section  6508  does  not  give  the  Secretary  the  discreiion  not  to  lease;  instead,  it 

provides  Ihe  Secretary  with  discretion  to  promulgate  rules  and  regulations  regarding  the  conduct  of 

leasing  and  to  develop  restrictions  necessary  lu  mitigaie  adverse  impacts  on  the  NPR-A. 

Alternative  E  opens  the  entire  planning  area  Co  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  is  the  only  alternative 

consisteni  with  the  standards  Congress  prescribed  for  the  development  of  oil  and  gas  resources 

wiliiiii  Alaska  and  the  NPK-A.  Alternative  E,  in  conjunction  with  sound  mitigation  measures, 

allows  fof  the  maximum  benefit  from  exploration  at  the  least  environmental  cost. 

B.    IMafional  Security,  Alaska's  Economy,  and  Technological 
Advances  in  Exploration  .\rc  luipurtant  Considerations 

Evaluation  of  the  alternatives  must  include  consideration  of  both  the  national 
welfare  and  the  economic  well-being  of  die  Stale  of  Alaska.  An  increasing  reliance  on  foreign 
imports  consuairis  die  national  economy  and  jeopardizes  the  Nation's  security.  Furthermore, 
dcLJinmg  production  in  existing  energy  sources  in  Alaska  results  in  a  loss  of  revenue  for  the  state 
in  m  area  upon -which  it  substantlsHy  relies.  Therefore,  finding  and  developing  new  energy  and 
revenue  sources  is  crucial  to  sustaining  the  Nation's  welfare  and  Alaska's  economy.  Ahemativc  E 
most  effectively  addiesses  these  needs  by  opening  the  entire  planning  area  to  exploration  at  a  time 
when  it  is  increa-singly  important. 

Recent  technological  advances  allow  for  the  required  increase  in  exploration  while 
substantially  reducing  the  environmental  impact.  One  example  of  environmenlally  conscious  oil 
exploration  is  an  exploratory  well  drilled  near  Kaktovik,  Alaska,  in  1985-86,  Consn-uction  of  the 
well  and  drilling  operations  was  conducted  in  close  coordination  wilh  the  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  Construction  included  a  single  ice  road,  one  ice  airstrip,  and  only  a  five-acre 
drilling  pad.  Upon  completion  of  the  drilling  operation,  the  area  was  revegetated.  Wildlife  in  the 
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area  was  not  airected  by  the  operations.  See  Frontier  CoTjimunications,  "Artie  Power,"  Aretig 
National  Wjidlift  Refuge  (visited  March  1 1,  1 998)  <http://'\vww.anwr.orgrtechiio/inierai;I.htm^. 
Advances  made  in  drilling  techniques,  including  horizontal  production  wells,  jnultjlateral  wells, 
and  designer  wells,  have  resulted  in  more  precise  and  efficient  exploration.  lU.  at 
<bttp://wu'w.anwr.org/techno/driIling.htrn>. 

These  advances  in  conjunction  with  sound  mitigalion  measures  ensure  that 
exploration  takes  place  in  an  cnviionmcitially  responsible  manner,  allowinc  Alaska  and  the  nation 
as  a  whole  to  reap  the  benefits  of  exploration  while  preserving  the  environment.  The  substantial 
benefit  of  exploration  in  light  of  the  minimal  environmental  impact  mandates  the  opening  of  the 
entire  planning  area. 

C.  Oily  Those  Stipulations  Justified  by  Good  Seitsce  and 
Subatanttal  Evidence  Should  Be  Imposed  ilonevcr 

Reasonable  stipulations  based  on  sound  scientific  evidence  are  sufficient  to 

ensure  protection  of  the  environmental  resources  in  the  planning  area.  Exploration  and 

development  will  provide  the  energy  source  benefits  that  the  a/ea  possesses.  Exploration  will  not 

harm  the  environment  when  conducted  within  the  stipulations  and  mitigation.  However,  BLM 

must  apply  only  those  stipulations  based  on  and  justified  by  substantial  and  sound  science  that 

have  proven  to  Work  well  in  other  North  Slope  oil  fields.  The  stipulations  imposed  must  be  closely 

tied  TO  their  justirications  and  the  amount  of  explorfltion  and  development  conducted. 

D.  Expansion  of  Existing  Special  Aress  and  Creation  of  New  Special 
Areas  or  Conservation  Units,  Including  Wilderness  and  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  Designations,  Would  Violate  CongresgioDal  Intent 

Because  Alaska  already  conla  ins  mora  than  57  million  acres  of  federal  wilderness 

and  Congress  specirically  set  aside  theNPR-A  for  oil  and  gas  development,  PLF  opposes  the  sei- 
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aside  of  special  areas  which  prohibit  or  unicasunably  restrict  exploration.  BLM  propo.ses  to 
include  in  the  special  areas  much  of  tlie  land  having  the  highest  potential  for  oil  and  gas  resources. 
If  BLM  excludes  these  lands  li-om  development,  the  benefits  that  they  possess  as  an  energy  source 
will  remain  untapped.  However,  BLM  has  no  authority  to  expand  existing  special  areas  and  create 
new  special  areas  to  the  extent  that  such  areas  remain  unavailable  for  exploration.  The  statutory 
intent  of  Congress  precludes  BLM  from  establishing  such  areajs  within  Alaska  without 
congressional  approval. 

In  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Protection  Act  of  1976,  Congress  sought  to 
minimize  the  impact  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  on  sensitive  enviloiuiienlal  areas  within  the 
NPR-A.  42  U.S.C.  §  6504(b).  However,  it  did  not  seek  to  do  so  by  eliminating  such  areas  from 
exploration.  Instead,  Congress  directed  that  exploration  must  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that 
ensures  the  maximum  protection  of  tlic  areas.  In  doing  so,  Congre.ss  did  not  define  maximum 
protection  of  the  environment  to  include  exclusion;  rather,  it  defined  exploration  to  include 
maxiirium  protection  of  the  environment. 

Secondly,  BLM  must  read  Section  6503(b.l  in  the  context  of  the  statute  in  which  it 
is  contained.  Section  6503(b)  does  not  allow  the  exclusion  of  exploration  from  areas  within  the 
WPR-A.  Section  6503(b)  authorizes  (he  Secretary  to  "promulgate  such  rules  and  regulations  as  he 
deems  necessary  and  appropriate  for  the  protection  of  such  values  within  the  reserve."  In 
managing  the  NFR-A  as  approved  by  Congress,  the  Secretary  must  remain  mindful  of  the  purpose 
for  which  Congress  created  the  NPR-.'V;  it  exists  as  a  peholeum  reserve,  not  an  environmental 
reserve.  In  keeping  with  that  purpose,  rules  and  regulations  promulgated  for  the  prutcttion  of 
environmental  values  must  co-exist  with  exploration  rather  than  prevent  it. 
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Furthermore,  in  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conscrvaijon  Act  (ANILCA). 
Congress  passed  comprehensive  legislation  addressing  the  land  use  in  .•Maska.  In  drafting 
ANTLCA,  Congress  sought  to  settle  intense  disputes  among  a  varieiy  of  groups  over  the  proper  use 
and  management  of  federal  lands  in  AlasKii.  As  part  of  the  compromise.  ANILCA  specifically 
prohibits  federal  agencies  from  coiiduciing  oddfitonal  sTiidics  of  federal  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
establishing  conservation  areas  absent  ihe  express  authorization  of  ANILCA  or  some  "further  Act 
ofCongrass."   16  U.S.C.  5  3213(b). 

Congress^  in  what  have  become  known  as  the  "no  more*'  clauses  of  ANZLCA, 

afflrmativcly  stated  that  ANILCA  was  to  he  the  last  word  on  land  management  in  Alaska; 

This  Act  provides  sufficient  protection  for  the  national  interest  in 
the  scenic,  natural,  cultural  and  environ  mental  values  on  the  public 
lands  in  Alaska,  and  at  the  same  time  provides  adequate  opportunity 
for  satisftction  of  the  economic  and  social  needs  of  the  State  of 
Alaska  and  its  people;  accordingly,  the  designation  and  disposition 
of  the  public  lands  in  Alaska  pursuant  to  this  Act  arc  found  lo 
represent  a  proper  balance  between  the  reservation  of  national 
conservation  system  units  and  those  public  lands  necessary  and 
appropriate  for  more  intensive  use  and  disposition,  and  thus 
Congress  believes  that  the  need  for  fiiturc  legislation  designating 
new  conservation  system  units,  new  national  conservation  areas,  or 
new  national  recreation  arens,  has  been  obviated  thereby. 

Section  10Kd)of  AIMTl.CA,  16  U.S.C.  §  3101(d).  This  sectioo  clearly  recognises  that  the  status 

quo  established  in  ANILCA  is  to  be  the  last  word  in  land  protection  for  Ala.ska  until  Congress 

expressly  decides  otiierwise. 

In  addition,  in  Section  1326(b).  16  U.S.C.  §  3213(b),  Congress  directed: 

No  ft;rthcr  studies  of  Federal  lands  in  the  state  of  Alaska  for  the 
single  purpose  of  considering  the  establishment  of  a  conservation 
system  unit,  national  recreation  area,  imtiunal  conservation  area,  or 
for  related  or  similar  purposes  shall  be  conducted  unless  authorized 
by  this  Act  or  further  Act  of  Congress. 
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This  language  confmes  future  studies  of  Alaskan  rjvcrs  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  including 
additional  rivers  into  the  wild  and  scenic  river  system  to  those  studies  already  authorized  by 
ANILCA  or  those  later  authorized  by  some  "'ftirther  Act  of  Congrcf^s.'* 

Finally,  BLM  may  not  avoid  ANILCA'S  restrictions  hy  application  of  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  43  U.S.C  §  171 1,  or  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
16  U.S.C.  §  127bCd),  which  require  Bl.M  to  conduct  further  studies  for  designating  additional 
rivers  on  BLM  lands  as  wild  and  scenic.  ANIL  CA's  restrictions  on  further  wilderness  studiiw 
prevail  over  these  other  statutes.  Both  FLPMA  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  predate 
ANTI..CA  and  must  be  interpreted  to  conform  to  the  later  legislation.  It  is  an  established  rule  of 
statutory  construction  that  latar  statutes  take  priority  over  earlier  inconsistent  siarutes,  Termessee 
Gas  Pipeline  Co.  v.  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Cummission,  626  F.2d  1020,  1022 
(D.C.  Cir,  1980). 

CONCLUSION 

The  plain  mcmiiiig  ofstatuioiy  language,  especially  when  consistent  with  the  clear 
intent  of  Congress,  is  binding  upon  administrative  afiencies.  In  selecting  the  alternative  to  be 
applied  to  the  planning  area,  BLM  must  consider  the  intent  of  Congress  to  provide  for  environ- 
jnciilally  respoosiblc  exploration  and  development.  To  be  an  ultimate  success,  the  altemotive 
selected  must  be  consistent  with  congressional  intent,  based  on  sound  principles  of  environmental 
protection,  and  compatible  with  sustaining  the  economic  life-blood  of  the  residents  of  Alaska. 
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Altemaiive  E  is  the  only  alternative  that  adequntcly  meets  this  definition  because  it  opsns  the 
entire  planning  area  to  environmemally  responsible  exploration. 
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PLF  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  matter  of  public  imporlance. 
DATED:  March  12, 1998 

Respectfully  submitted, 
ROBIN  L.  RJVETT 


1667-001 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  was  given  the  authority  by  Section  103(b)  of  the  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976.  Regulations  governing  management  of  the 
NPR-A  were  promulgated  and  set  out  a  specific  procedure  for  making  additions  or  changes 
to  administratively  designated  Special  Areas  (43  C.F.R.  §  2361.1(c),(d)). 

1667-002 

Please  see  Response  1660-001. 


By 


/UL  %^l'<AuM' 


RODIN  L.  RIVETT 
Attorney  for  Pacinc  Legal  Foundation 
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March  12,  1998 
Vig  T"i";TTimile:  Attention  fun  Pucker 

Mr_  G^Be  Tedand 
OTRA  Plnnning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  West  7tli  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

NPRA  Planning  Team: 

The  Endangered  Spedes  Coalition,  representing  over  270  national  and  grassroots 
organizaiians.  oppose  oil  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  at  this  time. 
While  the  coalition  has  already  signed  a  letter  detailing  our  general  concerns  about  oil 
leasing  in  the  reserve  and  the  deficiencies  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  PEIS),  we  are  sending  a  separate  letter  regarding  our 
paiticular  concerns  aiwut  the  impact  oil  leasing  will  have  on  the  reserve's  threatened  and 
endangered  species. 

It  is  our  collective  bdief  that  there  ate  no  compelling  reasons  to  make  incursions  into  the 
NPR-A  at  this  time.  The  NPR  A  consists  of  an  area  in  excess  of  23  million  acres  The 
Northeast  Quadrant  of  the  NPR-A  alone  is  4.6  milUoE  acres  large.  This  vast  area  is  home 
to  a  multittide  of  plant  and  animal  species  and  serves  an  important  niche  in  the  arctic 
ecosystem.  The  DEIS  fills  to  adequately  address  impacts  to  endangered  species  m  the 
northeastern  NPR-A_ 

The  DEIS  would  allow  ofl  and  gas  exploration  and  development  to  proceed,  while 
ignoring  the  obligations  imposed  on  the  Department  of  the  Interior  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Ax:t.   The  Department  has  not  yet  fiilfilled  its  obligation  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  to  designate  critical  habitat  for  the  spectacled  eider  or  Steller's  cider.  Large 
portions  of  the  planning  area  are  used  by  both  spedes  and  should  be  considered  for 
designation  as  ciiiical  habitat.  The  agency  caimot  adequately  determine  if  its  obligaiions 
undo-  tie  ESA  to  protect  listed  species  are  bang  met  until  this  is  completed. 


Moreovei.  the  DEIS  analysis  of  potential  impact  to  these  species  is  seriously  flawed    The 
DEIS  concedes  that "  [t]he  reaction  of  eiders  to  disttrtance  in  the  oilfields  is  not  weD 
understood."  (DEIS,  p.  IV-C-36J.  See  also  DEIS,  p.  IC-C-37  ("As  stated  previously 
reactions  of  eiders  to  aircrafl;  are  not  weD  understood. ").  Nevertheless,  and  with  no 
support;  the  DEIS  concludes  that  dismrbances  "are  not  expected  to  cause  signiiicanl 
population  eHects."  (DEIS,  p.  IV-C-39).  Given  the  incomplete  mfonnation  available  on 
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potential  impacts  to  these  threatened  birds  from  proposed  activities,  it  would  be  unlawfial 
to  proceed  at  this  time  without  insuring  adequate  protection  by  designating  critical  habitat 
and  detennining  the  impact  of  proposed  activities  on  that  habitat  and  the  species. 
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At  the  present  time,  the  Endangered  Species  Coalition  believes  that  not  enough  time  has 
been  devoted  to  a  comprehensive  study  of  the  species  which  inhabit  the  NPR-A  Therefore 
^re  feel  that  the  Bureau  of  land  Man^ement  should  not  puisue  any  oil  or  gas  lease  sales 
within  the  planning  area  of  the  NPR-A  at  this  time.  Furthermore  wc  feel  that  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  should  consider  the  conservation  alternative  winch  has  been  forwarded 
by  Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center  and  the  Alaska  Wilderness  League,  important 
corr^ioneMs  of  the  conservation  alternative  include  permanent  protectiouof  the 
Teshelqiuk  Lake  and  ColviUe  River  Special  Areas. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Please  include  oui  comments  in  the  of&cial  record- 
Sincerely, 
The  Endangered  Species  CoalitiDn 


1668-001 

Please  see 

Response 

1851 

-042. 

1668-002 

Please  see 

Response 

1851 

-043. 

Endangered  Species  CoalitlDn 

March  U,  1998 
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Barrow,  Alaska  99723 

«  907  852-261]  or  0200 

Fax:  907  852-0337 

email:  bnageak@co.norlh-slopc.ak.us 


March  12,  1998 

The  I  lonorable  Bruce  Babbitt 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
United  States  of  America 
Interior  South  Interior  Building 
1951  Constitution  Avenue  N.W. 
Washington.  D.C.  20242 

SUBJECT:      The  North  Slope  Borough's  Proposed  NPR-A  Alternative 

Dear  Secretary  Babbitt: 

Remembering  the  promise  you  made  in  1997  that  tlie  Clinton  Administration,  "would  not 
perpetuate  500  years  of  separating  the  people  from  the  land,"  the  North  Slope  Borough 
respectfully  submits  a  proposed  alternative  for  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A). 
The  residents  of  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  are  confident  that  we  can  aceommndate  both  the 
Ifiupiat  culture/lifestyle  and  oil  and  gas  industrial  development.  We  have  this  confidence  because 
of  our  experience  with  the  oil  industry  in  the  Pnidhoe  Bay  area  and  reliance  on  regulatory 
regimes  such  as  our  North  Slope  Borough  Coastal  Management  Program  to  protect  the  land  and 
lis  bounty  for  future  generations  of  liiupiat.  We  also  believe  our  proposal  contains  the  hesl 
information  and  innovative  management  techniques  available  to  ensure  the  Inupiat,  the 
environment  and  the  oil  &  gas  industry  coexist  on  the  same  land. 

Background 

The  North  Slope  Borough  (NSB),  in  cooperation  with  the  city  governmcnLs  of  Barrow,  Nuiqsut, 
Atqasuk  and  Wainwright,  held  their  own  meetings  on  NPR-A  and  concluded  none  of  the 
proposed  development  alternatives  in  the  NPR-A  Draft  linvironmental  Impact  SLalcmcnl  (DHIS) 
addressed  the  concerns  of  the  NSB  residents.  The  Borough  staff  then  set  about  the  task  to  draft 
an  "NSB  Alternative"  for  the  NPR-A  Northeast  Planning  ArcH.    The  KSB  AlternHlivc  includes 
input  from  the  Borough,  affected  villages,  and  nearby  land  owners  (ASRC  and  Native  allolrnenl 
owners)  and  considers  the  values  of  highest  importance  to  our  residents  ...subsislenee  u.se  Mreas, 
wildlife  habitat  and  cultural  issues.  This  group  is  in  agreement  that  petroleum  exploration  can  be 
conducted  with  minimal  impacts  with  proper  stipulations  in  place.  Petroleum  dcye)opm.enL  miiy 
be  mitigated  by  stipulations;  although  in  some  parts  of  the  Planning  Area  this  may  be  more 
difTicutl  to  due  to  a  complex  array  of  important  values. 


Generul 

NPR-A  overlies  what  is  considered  by  many  to  be  the  traditional  homeland  of  the  Inupiat.  The 
area  receives  the  greatest  subsistence  use,  in  terms  of  human  "use-days",  of  any  region  of  the 
North  Slope.  The  Reserve  suiTounds  the  four  of  the  eight  villages  on  the  Slope  (Barrow, 
Wainwright,  Atqasuk  and  Nuiqsut)  and  is  a  large  portion  of  the  subsistence  use  area  for 
Anaktuvuk  Pass  and  Pt.  Lay.  Subsistence  use  is  often  based  ftom  cabin  and  camps.  These 
cabins  and  camps  are  generally  located  where  historic  subsistence  harvests  have  been  the  most 
fniitftil.  The  greatest  densit\'  of  fLxed  cabins  on  the  Slope  occurs  along  the  Chipp'ikpikpuk 
River.  Subsistence  use  in  the  immediate  area  surrounding  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  lower  than  other 
areas  in  NPR-A.  Local  hunters,  however,  recognize  this  area  as  a  resource  "bank"  for  wildlife 
(such  as  freshwater  fish,  caribou  and  geese)  which  is  heavily  used  elsewhere  for  subsistence.  In 
fact,  .seven  NSB  villages  hunt  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd  (TLCH)  making  il  currently  the 
most  important  on  the  Slope  from  a  subsistence  standpoint  (G.  Carroll,  pcrs.  corrmi.,  1997). 
Associated  with  subsistence  use  are  the  numerous  traditional  land  use  sites,  cabins  and  tenting 
areas.  'I'hc  NSB  feels  strongly  that  these  areas  need  to  be  identified  and  protected  however  the 
exact  level  of  protection  will  vary  from  site  to  site. 

,  In  terms  of  wildlife,  the  NSB  recognizes  the  great  importance  of  the  NPR-A  region.   During  the 
late  spring  and  early  summer,  in  NPR-A,  calving  occurs  for  two  caribou  herds:  the  Western 
Arctic  Herd,  which  is  the  largest  herd  on  the  slope,  and  the  TLCH.  The  latter  spends  much  of  the 
time  in  NPR-A  especially  in  the  spring  and  suiimier.  The  region  is  used  annually  by  TLCH  herd 
for  calving,  feeding,  in.sect  relief  and,  not  uncommonly  for  wintering  (see  C^n/jou  section). 

Other  sipuificanf  wildlifr.  values  inclurlp-  numemn';  (ircn  water  Likos  whirh  fomi  imnnrlanf  fwb 

much  of  the  connected  river-lake  habitat  on  the  Slope,  polar  bear  denning  areas,  several  of  the 

largest  rivers  on  the  Slope,  significant  moose  habitat  and  waterfowl  nesting^molting  areas.  Of 
the  nesting  waterfowl,  eiders  are  of  key  concern  to  the  NSB.  The  Borough  has  been  involved  in 
research  on  all  four  species  of  Pacific  eiders  (King.  Common.  Stellar's  and  Spectacled  eider) 
which  nest  and  are  taken  in  .subsi.stence  hunts  along  the  Arctic  coast.  About  23%  of  the  Pacific 
Black  Brant  molt  in  an  area  north  and  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Tliese  black  brant  are  an 
important  subsistence  resource  for  the  Yupik  of  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta. 

The  NSB  gives  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  region  special  consideration  because  it  is  a  biologically 
important  area.  The  area  NE  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  used  by  geese  (particularly  black  brant)  for 
molting  and  some  nesting.  The  lake  basin  may  provide  a  regional  over- wintering  area  for 
freshwater  fish,  however,  this  has  not  been  verified  and  merits  study. 

Fish  Creek  is  heavily  used  by  the  people  of  Nuiqsut  and  as  such  deserves  special  consideration  to 
preserve  the  Inupiat  subsistence  lifestyle  for  this  community.  Similarly,  the  Pik  Dunes  is  a 
unique  physical  feature  on  tlie  North  Slope  that  provides  insect  relief  for  caribou  and  has  some 
historic  use  of  the  site. 

Tliere  arc  numerous  sites  that  have  traditional,  historical  or  archaeological  significance  lo  the 
liiupiat  of  tlie  North  Slope.  These  sites  include  the  cabin  and  camps,  old  settlements,  grave  sites, 
sacred  sites,  places  of  folklore  &  legend,  places  where  people  have  traditionally  gone  to  gather 
bcirics  and  plant  foods,  traditional  hunting  and  fishing  sites,  access  routes  and  trails.  While  the 
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NSB  is  aware  of  many  of  these  sites,  it  is  possible  and  probable  that  many  more  remain 
unidciiliiied. 

Other  eonccrns  inelude  protection  of  significant  paluontological  resources.  The  dinosaur  and 
more  recent  Pleistocene  mammal  remains  are  of  inlcmational  scientific  interest  and  may 
contribute  greatly  to  the  understanding  of  the  Arctic's  geologic  past  and  to  a  current 
understanding  of  climate  change. 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  needs  to  expedifiously  pursue  the  conveyance  of  entitlement 
hinds  to  the  Alaska  Native  Claiins  Settlement  Act  (ANSCA)  village  of  Nuiqsut.  The  NSB  is  also 
interested  in  seeing  that  past  inequities  arc  corrected  with  respect  to  a  land  exchange  proposed  by~ 
the  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation.  Successful  resolution  of  both  of  these  issues  is  in  the 
best  interests  of  the  government  and  the  Inupial  people. 


The  NSB  suppoils  adding  provisions  to  the  lease  sale  that  would  encourage  employment  and  job 
training  opportunities  for  NSB  residents  in  oil  and  gas  cxploraliori  in  NPR-A.  Bmploymcnl  for 
NSB  residents  has  been  very  low  to  non-existent  for  other  developed  oil  fields.    I  he  NSB 
believes  encouraging  lease  holders  contracting  with  the  village  and  regional  corporations  will 
provide  additional  job  opportiniities  for  NSB  residents. 


The  NSB^Alternative 


Jntroduction 


The  NoHh  Slope  Borough  supports  leasing  of  the  NPRA  Planning  area.  Prior  to  any  exploration 
t)r  development,  however,  Ihc  Bon)ugli  wishes  to  institute  a  process  which  will  mitigate 
potentially  harmful  effects.  This  process  has  bten  the  most  crfcclive  conduit  for  the  Borough  in 
setting  the  tenns  for  industry  activity  within  and  adjacent  to  its  municipal  boundaries.    The 
process  makes  full  use  of  the  Nortli  Slope  Borough  Comprehensive  Plan,  the  Borough 
ordinances  related  to  broad  Permitting  and  Zoning  powers,  and  local  methods  of  consultation 
and  corrmient,  such  as  the  Conflict  Avoidance  Agreement  the  Oil  Industry  and  the  .Alaska 
Eskimo  Whaling  Commis.sion  (AEWC)  developed  for  offshore  exploration  and  development . 
The  Conflict  Avoidjmce  Agreement  has  been  a  successful  vehicle  for  consultation  between 
industry,  government,  and  the  Iriupiat. 

The  Borough  conditions  its  support  of  leasing  with  the  adoption  of  stipulations  that  arc  deemed 
to  be  in  the  best  mterest  of  the  Borough  residents.   Some  of  these  stipulations  are  identified  in  the 
DEIS.  Others  regarding  areas  of  highest  concern  are  defined  below.  Above  all,  the  Borough 
seeks  formal  adoption  of  an  enhanced  consultation  process. 

Consultation  &  Consensus 

The  NSB  proposes  to  engage  in  an  active  dialogue  with  the  oil  &  gas  industry  where  we  wUl 
agree  on  exploration  and  development  proposals  on  a  case  by  case  basis,  maximizing  community 
involvement.  This  process  we  call  the  Consultation  and  Consensus.  The  NSB  has  identified 
speeillc  subsistence,  wildlife  habitat  and  traditional/cultural  land  u.se  areas  of  highest  concern  to 
Borough  residents  within  the  Northeast  Planning  area.  These  areas  may  not  include  all  sites  .so 
wc  propose  Vh'dt,  ravhcv  than  rciy  upon  a  given  list  of  sites  iind  areas,  the  consultation  process  be 
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used  for  all  areas,  with  particular  emphasis  on  the  NSB  idenlificd  sites,    llie  end  result  of  this 
process  may  be  NSB  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  permits  for  cither  exploration  or 
development  with  stipulations  to  mitigate  foreseen  impacts;  a  meeting  after  the  permit  work  is 
completed  to  assess  the  relative  success  of  the  stipulations;  and  an  active  scientific  research  and 
monitoring  program  to  follow  up  on  lingering  issues. 

Ilie  Borough  envisions  a  two  part  process  where  the  lease  holders  would  convene  a  meeting 
between  tlie  Borough,  the  Authorized  Officer  (AO)  of  BLM,  appropriate  State  of  Alaska 
representatives  and  tribal  and/or  city  officials  of  the  village  most  affected,  and  other  nearby 
private  land  owners  to  discuss  the  impacts  of  their  activity  on  subsistence  users,  wildlife  habitat, 
or  traditional  land  use  sites  in  the  area,  bunding  for  this  process  should  be  provided  by  BLM  as 
a  part  of  their  management  of  NPR-.A.  Tliis  process  is  modeled  after  the  Conflict  Avoidance 
Agreement  the  Oil  Industry  and  the  Alaska  Eskimo  Whaling  Commission  enter  into  every  open 
water  season  to  mitigate  the  impacts  the  industry's  activity  may  have  on  the  subsistence  harvest 
of  Bowhead  whales.  This  agreement  has  been  successful  in  resolving  conflicts  between 
subsistence  hunters  and  the  oil  industi"y,  allowing  both  to  conduct  activities  in  the  same  area. 

Exploration  Consultation 

Consultation  would  begin  prior  to  the  onset  of  exploration  of  the  lease  area.  All  concerned 
pjirtics  would  gather  to  discuss  tlic  impacts  of  exploration  and  efforts  lo  mitigate,  by  stipulation, 
those  impacts.  Consensus  of  the  group  must  be  reached  to  implement  the  exploration  plans  of 
the  lease  holder.  Consultation  at  the  exploration  phase  will  help  the  Borough  to  idenrify  the 
critical  nature  of  the  impacts  to  the  area  and  whether  further  restrictions  will  be  needed  to 
develop  the  property  with  surface  occupying  structures  or  if  the  site  should  only  be  accessed  via 
directional  drilling  or  other  innovative  subsurface  technologies.  Another  meeting  shall  be  held 
aflcr  the  exploration  activity  is  complete  to  discuss  the  execution  oflhe  program  based  on  the 
terms  and  conditions  impo.scd  and  the  level  of  success  experienced.  The  Borough  believes  it  is 
important  to  evaluate  tlac  effectiveness  of  mitigation  efforts  to  continuously  improve  the  process 
of  consultation. 

Development  Consultarion 

The  second  part  of  the  process  is  consultation  related  to  development  of  the  lease  area.  Here,  the 
parties  gathered  will  discuss  the  effects  of  exploration  and  to  discuss  issues  rehitctl  to 
development  of  the  area.  The  process  will  define  the  conditions  under  which  surface  or 
subsurface  occupancy  oflhe  land  may  be  allowed  and  mitigated  by  stipulations.  An  important 
feature  of  both  consultative  processes  is  the  requirement  to  agree,  by  consensus,  on  the  plan  of 
operations.  Another  meeting  shall  be  held  after  the  development  is  complete  to  assess  the  relative 
success  of  the  program  based  on  the  tenns  and  conditions  imposed. 

Expanded  Consultation  for  the  Black  Brant  Molting  Area 

The  consultation  group  would  be  expanded  to  include  a  representative  from  the  Alaska  Village 
Council  President's  Waterfowl  Conservation  Committee,  working  through  the  State  of  Alaska 
representative,  when  exploration  or  development  is  proposed  for  those  areas  north  and  east  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake,  identified  in  the  DEIS  as  the  black  brant  molting  area. 

Guiding  Principles  for  Consultation  and  Consensus 

The  NSB  recommends  the  Secretary  of  Interior  adopt  the  NSB  Coastal  Management  Program  as 

the  base  document  for  guiding  decisions  during  tlie  Consultation  and  Consensus  process.  NSB 
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residents  have  welcomed  the  oil  industry  into  Uieir  traditional  homelands  partly  because  they  felt 
comfortable  with  governing  nilcs  such  as  the  NSB  Coastal  Management  Program  and  its  strong 
emphasis  on  protection  of  the  hlupiat  culture  and  lifestyle. 

Appeal  Process 

If  consensus  can  not  be  reached  by  the  Borough,  the  State  of  Alaska,  the  affected  village,  nearby 
landowners  and  the  lease  holder,  then  the  decision  to  authorize  operations  shall  be  sent  to  an 
impartial  hearing  olTiccr  appointed  by  the  Secretary'  of  the  Interior  or  his  designee.  The  hearing 
officer  shall  decide  the  matter  for  the  parties,  based  on  the  policies  of  the  Nortli  Slope  Borough 
C'oastal  Management  Plan.  The  decision  of  the  hearing  officer  may  be  appealed  through  the 
federal  courts. 

Research  and  Monitoring 

The  NSn  supports  on-going  and  extensive  research  and  monitoring  ofareas  where  industrial 
activities  may  have  an  impact  on  wildlife,  fish,  waterfowl,  subsistence  use,  vegelalion.  air  or 
water  quality,  and  hydrology.  We  also  believe  tliis  program  can  be  used  to  address  the 
effectiveness  of  mitigation  efforts,  cumulative  and  secondary  impacts.  We  believe  such  a 
prograan  should  be  issue-based  vvilh  a  clcaily  identified  set  of  goals  to  be  achieved.  The  review 
should  be  independent  and  the  reports  produced  undergo  a  peer  review.  Groups  to  be  contacted 
for  involvement  may  include  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  and  the  NSB  Science  Advisory 
Committee.  Such  a  program  should  be  funded,  in  fiill,  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Final  Authority 

The  Secretary-  of  the  Interior,  by  approving  this  process  and  through  the  appointment  of  the 
hearing  officer,  will  retain  final  decision  making  authority  based  on  retention  of  the  liiupiat 
subsistence  lifestyle  as  the  highest  and  most  important  ranking  land  use  value  in  the  area. 


Are^is  For  Consultation  ^  Consensus 

Definition  of  Terms 

Surface  Fycllilies  -  (SF)  means  gravel  pads  and  roads,  well  houses,  compressors,  pumps, 

processing  facilities. 

Seasonal  Restrictions  on  Exploration  and''or  Development  -  (SR)  means  a  seasonal  or  time 
limitation  on  activities  to  allow  important  animals  activities  (such  as  goose  molting)  to  take  place 
without  human  disturbances. 

AuthorJzetLOfficcr  -  (AO)  means  the  administrative  officer  representing  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management. 

Transpojtation  Facilities  -  (TF)  means  pipelines,  ice  roads,  and  utility  lines. 

Exploration  -  means  seismic  surveys  and  other  surveys  taken  by  mechanical  means,  exploration 
and  delineation  wells. 

Developm_cn_t  -  means  construction,  reconstruction,  relocation,  piacement  or  alteration  of  a 
structure;  disturbance  of  the  surface  of  the  ground  (including  submerged  ground).  Disturbance 
includes  dredge  or  fill  activities;  creation  of  an  equipment  or  material  storage  site,  or  tailings 
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pile;  creation  of  a  refuse  pile,  dump  or  landfill;  creation  of  a  reservoir,  settling  or  evaporation 
pond,  reserve  pit  or  leach  field  or  placer  mining;  activities  directly  related  to  oil,  gas,  coal, 
gravel,  topsoil,  fill,  metal  ore,  mineral,  vegetation  or  other  resource  extraction;  and  tundra  travel. 

Tundra  TVavel  -  means  the  off-road  operation  of  vehicles  except  snow  machines  weighing  less 
than  600  pounds. 

Subsistcnc&'^Cultural  Values^  TLIJI 

The  NSB  considers  conllicts  with  subsistence  activities  to  be  among  the  most  significant  issues 
regarding  the  development  of  NPR-A.  The  comments  Nuiqsut  residents  set  forth  in  Appendix  F 
page  4  clearly  indicate  some  consistent  subsistence  related  concerns.  These  arc:  restriction  of 
access  to  traditional  hunting  areas,  cumulative  impacts  from  multiple  fields,  restrictions  on 
firearm  use,  and  wildlife  harassment.   Nuiqsut  residents  felt  that  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 
was  the  best  tool  to  insure  communication  between  Nuiqsut,  BLM,  NSB  and  petroleum  industry, 
to  stay  abreast  of  development,  and  to  reduce  or  mitigate  conflicts, 

Participants  at  the  Subsistence  Workshop  (Appendix  F)  concluded  that  the  village  of  Nuiqsut 
will  be  most  directly  affected  by  NPR-A  development,  however  residents  of  Barrow  and  Atqasuk 
also  use  the  NPR-A  NE  Planning  area  extensively  and  may  be  affected  as  well.  The  August 
1  yy?  Subsistence  Workshop  (Appendix  F)  also  stressed  the  need  for  ongoing  research  and 
monitoring  of  subsistence  activities.  The  stipulations  61-65  (Section  U,  DEIS)  capture  many  of 
the  important  aspects  from  the  Subsistence  workshop. 

The  NSB  currently  does  not  support  the  "Subsistence  Compensation"  section  in  Appendix  F 
page  14;  however,  this  is  under  ftirther  consideration. 

Tradifional  Land  Use  Inventory  (TLUI),  AHRS,  Ed  Hall  sites  should  be  protected  on  a  case  by 
ease  basis.   Regulations  in  NAGRA,  NHPA,  and  ARPA  need  to  be  adhered  to  during  leasing 
considerations.  Cabins  are  situated  in  areas  of  high  subsistence  and  high  wildlife  use  areas.  The 
NSB  recommends  an  amendment  to  Stip  49  to  increase  the  NSF  zone  from  I  to  a  2.5  miles 
radius  around  "known  long-temi  cabin  or  !ong-tenn  campsites."  Note  thai  the  NSB  feels  long 
term  campsites  should  receive  equal  consideration. 

The  use  of  firearms  within  lease  areas  is  an  important  issue.  The  NSB  concurs  with  stipulation 
fi2a,  which  states  "the  lessee  shall  establish  a  procedure  for  entrance  to  facilities,  the  use  of 
roads,  and  firearms  discharge." 

The  NSB  proposes  a  new  stipulation  (NSB-4,  Table  4)  which  provides  a  3  mile  NSF  area  on 
cither  side  of  very  high  intensity  subsistence  use  rivers/creeks  such  as  the  Ncgliq  Channel  of  the 
ColviHe  and  Fish  Creek.  We  propose  a  2  mile  Consultation  area  for  moderate  subsistence-use 
drainage's  such  as  the  Kealok  River  and  Judy  Creek.  Since  many  fixed  cabins  occur  on  the 
Ikpikpuk  River,  it  was  felt  that  it  was  not  necessaiy  to  attach  sfipulation  NSB-4  to  this  drainage 
at  this  time. 

Stipulations: 

•    Fish  Creek  and  Judy  Creek  are  currently  among  the  most  important  subsistence  areas  u.sed  by 

Nuiqsut  residents  (Brower  and  Opie,  1997),  The  NSB  recommends  a  3  mile  NSF  area  on 

Fish  Creek  and  a  2  mile  Consultation  area  for  Judy  Creek. 
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The  entire  surface  area  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  should  be  designed  NSF  (as  set  forth  in  the 

wildlife  section). 

The  area  south  of  Teshekpuk  Ijike  into  the  foothills  and  west  to  the  Ikpikpuk  River  used  for 

fur  hunting/trapping  by  Nuiqsut  and  Barrow  residents.  This  tise  should  be  recognized  during 

both  petroleum  exploration  and  production  as  per  Stipulation  63  and  M.  All  reasonable 

efforts  should  be  made  to  avoid  conflicts  with  these  uses. 

Miguakiak  River;  add  a  3  mile  consultation  area  from  the  center  of  the  river  channel  to  protect 

high  use  subsistence  activities  (Slip  NSB-4). 

Naluakruk  Lake-  high  value  for  subsistence  fishing  and  fisheries  habitat;  consultation  area  0.5 

mile  around  the  perimeter  of  the  lake. 

Stipulations  6 1  -64;  Monitoring  affects  of  development  on  subsistence,  unrestricted  access, 

conflict  avoidance,  consultation  and  communications  with  subsistence  users.  The  NSB  agrees 

with  all  provisions  set  forth  in  these  stipulations. 

Stipulation  78;  Public  access  restricted  from  goose  molting  areas  except  by  subsistence  users. 

Stipulation  49;  increase  NSF  zone  from  1  to  2.5  mile  radius  around  all  long-tcnn  cabins  and 

campsites. 
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Wildlife 

Geese  molting  areas 

The  current  population  of  geese  which  moll  in  the  region  NE  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  ranges  from 
1 9,000  to  68,000  birds  with  a  mean  of  38,000  (of  which  brant  compose  about  46%).  This  is  an 
"international  population"  composed  of  birds  from,  US  (.Alaska),  Siberia,  and  Canada,  most  of 
whom  winter  in  Mexico.  It  is  estimated  that  np  to  23%  of  the  world  population  of  Pacific  brant 
may  molt  in  this  area  in  any  given  year.  Over  several  years,  however,  we  understand  visitation 
could  constitute  nearly  tJtc  entire  world  population.  Biologists  are  not  certain  why  geese  choose 
this  area,  but  suggest  it  is  primarily  to  escape  disturbance  since  studies  show  nutritional  reasons 
alone  can  not  explain  the  use  pattern  (Proceedings  of  CaribouAVaterfowl  Workshop,  1997). 
Eight  lakes  in  this  area  provide  50%  of  the  gccsc  (all  species)  molting  habitat.  Studies  in  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  area  indicate  that  humans  on  foot  and  helicopters  cause  the  largest  behavioral 
reactions  dismrbance  from  molting  geese.  Excessive  disturbance  may  push  the  birds  into  an 
energy  imbalance  and/or  cause  abandoument  of  the  area.  Molting  (and  regrowing)  flight  feathers 
places  large  energy  demands  on  these  birds  which  is  another  reason  they  arc  susceptible  to 
disturbance.  Precisely  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  setback  needs  further  research.  Also  visual 
barriers  or  "fences"  should  be  further  investigated  as  a  mitigation  measure.  On  tlie  other  hand, 
most  of  the  brant  are  non  or  failed  breeders  so  disturbance  would  not  directly  affect  nesting 
success  in  a  given  year. 


Applicable  Stiputation.s/Permit  Ternrs 

•  Stipulation  25;  provide  a  0.25  mile  NSF  area  aroimd  moderate  use  lakes  and  a  0.75  mile  area 

•  around  known  high-use  goose-molting  lakes. 

•  Stipulation  29:  use  maximum  feasible  extended  reach  drilling  and/or  other  irmovative 
technology  in  goose  molting  areas. 

•  Stipulation  1 ,  all  feasible  precautions  should  be  taken  to  avoid  attracting  wildlife  to  food  or 
garbage.  Site  landfills  out  of  molting  areas  area  where  they  will  attract  predators.  [The  NSB 
strongly  supports  i\\K  stipulation.  Attracting  predators  could  affect  caribou  calf  survival  as 
well.] 

•  Stipulations:  33,  34,  50.  Clonstruction  activities  should  observe  seasonal  restrictions  and 
generally  reduce  disturbance  as  much  as  is  feasible. 
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Stipulation  7S:  Prohibit  public  access  except  subsistence  users.  The  intent  is  to  reduce  human 
disturbance  and  hunting  pressure,  however,  subsistence  hunters  should  continue  to  restrict 
the  harvest  of  molting  birds.  Traditional  Knowledge  regarding  past  hunting  practices  and 
wildlife  use  (waterfowl  and  caribou)  patterns  in  this  area  would  provide  useful  information  for 
managing  molting  birds. 
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other  Bird  species 

As  mentioned  earlier,  all  four  pacific  eiders  appear  to  be  in  decline  (Suydam  ct  al.,  1 997).  Since, 
king  and  common  eiders  are  known  to  nest  in  the  area,  efforts  should  be  made  to  identify  nests 
and  avoid  disturbing  them.  It  is  our  hope  that  sophisticated  habitat  analysis  will  assist  planners 
and  permitting  staff  in  flagging  and  protecting  areas  where  these  species  occur. 

Federal  protection  of  Peregrine  falcon  nests  along  the  ColviUe  (Stipulation  45)  are  considered 
adequate. 

Caribou 

Participants  of  the  1997  CaribouAVaterfowl  workshop  noted  the  importance  of  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  region  for  caribou  calving.  Attributes  associated  with  good  calving  habitat  include:  low 
predator  density,  micro-relief  or  ground  roughness,  good  forage,  low  disturbance,  and  traditional 
use.  Similar  habitat  is  available  elsewhere  thus  exactly  why  caribou  choose  this  area  is  not  well 
understood.  Caribou  use  the  area  in  all  seasons  however  calving  and  summer  insect  relief  are 
considered  the  most  important  and  frequent  (predictable)  uses.  During  the  period  1991  to  1 996, 
the  TLCH  animals  wintered  in  the  NE  Planning  Area  about  19%  of  this  period  and  were  present 
in  the  area  during  the  calving  period  and  summer  (Junc-Aug)  72.5%  of  the  time  (data  arc  based 
on  23.9  caribou-years  tracking  data,  NSB/ADF&G  unpublished  data).  ADF&G  surveys  indicate 
that  an  average  of  73%  of  the  female  collared  caribou  were  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area 
between  1  and  15  .June  (G.  Can-oil,  pers  coram,  199K). 

A  very  narrow  corridor  has  been  shown  to  form  the  key  access  to  the  area  north  of  the  lake  (Philo 
ctal.,  1993).  If  an  irreversible  dctertence  (fonn  exploration,  development,  excessive  recreational 
actiNHty)  prevents  the  majority  of  the  herd  from  reaching  the  northern  region  (north  of  Teshekpuk 
Lake)  of  the  NE  NPRA,  the  impact  could  be  significant  (at  the  population  level)  as  access  to 
foraging  areas  and  insect  relief  is  critical.    If  this  corridor  was  somehow  'blocked'  or  animals 
were  deflected,  the  NSB  would  consider  this  an  unacceptable  impact.  Participants  at  the 
Workshop  concurred  that  post  parturient  female  caribou  do  /;or react  strongly  to  roads,  gravel 
pads  and  stnictures  per  sc  but  do  show  behavioral  responses  to  ground  traffic  and  aircrail. 
Nevertheless,  it  is  particularly  important  that  disturbance  be  kept  to  a  minimum  in  this  zone,  thus 
the  KSB  concurs  with  Stipulation    28d  which  precludes  structiires  in  this  corridor. 

Use  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  region  for  calving  by  TLCH  animals  is  fairly  consistent  but  docs 
vary  depending  factors  which  are  largely  unknown  .  Very  few  instrumented  females  from  the 
TLH  have  been  documented  to  calve  outside  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  with  the  exception  of  one 
(NSB  satellite  collared)  cow  which  now  calves  with  the  Western  Arctic  Herd  in  the  Umkok 
River  highlands.  Females  that  are  not  pregnant  may  have  lower  fidelity  to  the  area. 

Appropriate  protection  the  TLCl  I  calving  area  is  of  great  concern  to  the  Borough.  The  scientific 
literature  indicates  diat  post-parturient  caribou  in  particular  are  sensitive  to  any  disturbance  be  it 
industrial  or  natural  (i.e.,  predators).  Based  on  a  synthesis  of  the  literature,  our  preliminary 
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determination  is  to  defer  tlie  caribou  calving  area  from  leasing,    fhc  NSB  concurs  with  the 
caribou/'waterfowl  workshop  suggested  stipulations  to  reduce  disturbance  to  pre  and  post 
parturient  cows. 


Stipulations 

•  Stipulation  50:  Ground  iransporlation  guidelines  and  seasonal  traffic  restrictions.  Tlie  NSB 
concurs  with  this  stipulation  should  leases  be  developed  within  the  Teshckpuk  Lake  Caribou 
area. 

•  Stipulation  24;  3  year  prior  study  on  leases  within  TLCH  calving  area. 

•  Stipulation  26;  insect  relief  areas,  limited  surface  occupancy  in  coastal  area;  siting  of 
facilities  in  consultation  with  AO,  State  and  NSB. 

•  Sdpulations  53-58;  Guidelines  for  aircraft  use;  seasonal  restrictions,  flight  minimums. 

•  Stipulation  28;  Criteria  for  narrow  land  corridors  between  Teshckpuk  Lake  and  Beaufort 
Sea;  all  aspects  of  this  stipulation  should  be  implemented  as  to  not  impede  caribou  from 
moving  into  and  using  the  traditional  calving  grounds.  NSB  rcconunends  NSF  &  N'f  1*  for 
these  areas. 

•  Stipulation  3 1 .  Orient  oilfield  layout  appropriately  with  known  caribou  movement  corridors. 
Traditional  caribou  movement  corridors  around  the  periphery  of  Teshckpuk  Lake  (and 
perhaps  other  areas)  need  to  be  identified  and  documented. 


Fish  Resources 

The  coimected  lake-river  habitat  in  NPR-A,  Teshckpuk  Lake,  Ikpikpuk  River,  and  other  water 
bodies  form  unique  and  important  fish  habitat.  Broad  whitefish  (Coregonus  nasus)  are  a  key 
subsistence  fish  species  which  have  rather  limited  spawning  habitat  on  the  North  Slope  but  use 
an  extensive  complex  of  seasonal  lake^river/strcam  habitat  to  feed  and  over-winter.  The  lake- 
river  complex  is  more  extensive  in  NPR-A  than  elsewhere  on  the  Slope.  Fish  access  and  u.se  of 
many  lakes  is  seasonal  since  connections  may  occur  only  be  present  at  breakup,  'lliese  factors 
make  this  habitat  vulnerable  to  disruption  should  these  small  connecting  streams  (or  in  some 
cases  flooded  tundra)  become  blocked  by  road  or  gravel  pad  construction.  The  Chipp-Ikpikpuk 
river  system  and  the  Colville  River  currently  form  the  most  concentrated  spawning  habitat  for 
broad  whitefish  in  the  NL  Planning  area  and  vcr>'  likely  the  entire  North  Slope  (NSB  DWM 
unpublished  data;  L,  Moulton,  pers.  comm.,  1997;  Bendock  and  Burr,  1984).  The  deep  lake 
complex  south  of  Teshckpuk  Lake  is  unique  and  provide  a  significant  portion  of  NPR-A's  lake 
Iroul  habitat  as  well  as  other  species. 

Teshckpuk  Lake  is  a  unique  water  body  which  supports  the  largest  diversity  of  fish  species  of 
any  (known)  lake  within  the  Reserve  (Pliilo  ct  al.  1993).  Fish  concentrate  in  limited  over- 
wintering areas  and  arc  obviously  vulnerable  al  these  times.  However,  fish  can  he  effectively 
protected  by  using  established  precautionary  measures  (such  as  stipulation  16,  42,44).  Research 
and  experience  has  demonstrated  thai  development  impacts  can  be  easily  and  almost  completely 
mitigated.  The  practices  known  to  cause  adverse  impacts  should  be  avoided;  these  include: 
excessive  de-watering  fish  over-wintering  areas,  setting  seismic  charges  within  walcrbodies,  and 
stream  blockage  through  improper  bridge  and  culvert  design.  The  seismic  survey  application 
Vibroseis  affect  on  over-wintering  fish  is  not  fully  understood  and  will  require  further  review. 

"Ihereforc,  if  proper  measures  are  taken,  rhe  NSB  does  not  believe  that  impacLs  to  fish  will  be  a 
significant  issue  in  NPR.^  leasing  and  development. 
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Teshckpuk  Lake  no  surface  facilities  should  be  allowed  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  oil  can  be 
safely  extracted  from  the  lake  basin.  The  NSB  has  the  same  concerns  with  development  within 
the  lake  basin  as  it  has  with  offshore  development.  Recovering  spilled  oil  in  a  large  water  body 
during  breakup  or  freeze  up  has  not  been  effectively  demonstrated. 


Stipulalions/Permit  Terms 

•  Stipulation  39:  Placement  of  oil  and  gas  facilidcs  areas  and  restrictions.  We  agree  to  all 
provisions  of  this  stipulation  with  the  exception  that  larger  "subsistence"  area  may  be 
required  for  Fish  Creek,  Judy  Creek,  Ikpikpuk  River,  Miguakiak  River  and  Kealok  River 
(added).  Naluakruk  Lake  should  be  included  since  is  constitutes  significant  fish  habitat  for 
broad  whitefish  [and  possibly  Arctic  Cisco]. 

»    Sfipulation  16;  NSB  concurs  with  all  provisions  of  this  sfipulafion. 

•  Teshckpuk  Lake  -  NSF  within  the  lake  basin. 

•  Sfipulation  39;  0.5  mile  Consultation  area  around  Teshckpuk  Lake. 

•  Stipulation  40:  Criteria  for  gravel  mine  sites.  NSB  concurs  with  all  provisions  of  this 
stipulation, 

•  Stipulation  16,41;  Ikpikpuk  River  has  critical  broad  whitefish  spawning  and  over-wintering 
habitat;  water  should  not  be  drawn  from  known  over-wintering  and  spawning  sties  {kagiu). 

•  Stipulations  4  i ,  42, 43,  44;  Situig  of  facilities,  bridge  design  over  rivers,  drainage  pattern 
maintenance,  de-waicring.  NSB  concurs  with  all  provisions  within  these  stipulations. 


Grizzly  Bears 

The  NSB  recognizes  the  great  importance  of  strict  bear  interaction  procedures.  Of  particular 
importance  is  that  precautions  be  taken  not  to  attract  bears  to  food  sources.  We  know  from 
experiences  at  Barrow  and  Dcadhorse  that  food  sources  at  landfills  can  lead  to  scnous  bear 
nuisance  problems  tliat  arc  very  difficult  lo  remedy.  Therel'ore,  the  we  suggest  that  stipulations  1 
and  81  be  implemented. 

The  following  is  a  description  of  areas  which  arc  of  special  intcrcsl  to  the  KSB.  Draft  guidelines 
for  the  suggested  use  by  area  and  the  applicable  stipulations  from  DEIS  Section  11,7  arc  listed  by 
category;  these  arc:  wildlife  (geese,  caribou,  fish);  subsi.stcnce/TLlJl/cultural  values;  and  other. 
Many  of  these  .Ktipulations  were  taken  li-oni  existing  NSB,  State,  and  Federal  pcrnnt  and 
mitigation  terms. 

No  Surface  Facilities  Areas 

Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Black  Brant  Molting  area 

The  North  Slope  believes  no  surface  facilities  should  be  sited  on  Teshckpuk  Lake  and  those  areas 
north  and  cast  of 'Icshekpuk  Lake  where  tHc  black  brdnt  come  lo  molt  (sec  SiipulMiun  2S). 
Teshekpuk  Lake  is  a  important  lake  on  the  North  Slope  for  subsistence  harvests  of  fish  imd  game 
as  well  as  for  its  wildlife  and  fi.sh  habitat.  The  area  northeast  of  Teshckpuk  Lake  is  an  impoitant 
molting  black  brant,  other  geese  and  some  eiders.    The  black  brant  arc  also  a  important 
subsistence  species  for  the  Yupik  of  the  Yukon-Kuskokwini  Delta. 


Fish  Creek 

The  Borougli  also  opposes  the  placement  of  surface  and  transportation  facilities  within  three 
miles  of  the  centcrlinc  of  Fish  Creek  in  the  Nuiq.sut  area  due  to  its  high  value  for  subsistence 
harvests  by  the  people  of  Nuiqsut.  _ 
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Caribou  Corridor 

There  are  two  disereet  areas  around  Teshekpuk  Lake  thai  arc  important  Tor  succcssfii]  caribou 
passage  into  areas  where  the  TLCH  has  historically  calved  and  seek  relief  from  insect 
infestations.  The  Borough  believes  surface  facilities  should  not  be  located  within  these  areas  to 
ensure  the  TLCH  remains  a  healthy  and  growing  herd.   1  hesc  two  areas  are  generally  located  in 
the  area  of  T16N,  R8W.  Umiat  Meridian  (for  the  western  corridor)  and  the  area  of  Ti  5N,  R4W; 
T14N,  R4W;T15N,  R3W;  T14N,  R3W.  Umiat  Meridian  (for  the  eastern  corridor). 


Paleontology 

The  MSB  recognizes  the  presence  and  importance  of  significant  paleontological  resources  within 
NPR-A.  The  Late  Cretaceous  dinosaur  fossil  beds  along  the  Colville  River  arc  considered 
"world-class"  finds  by  paleontologists.  The  NSB  is  in  support  of  scientific  and  preservation 
efforts  with  regard  to  these  finds.  Tire  NSB  recommends  that  paleontological  sites  be  considered 
on  a  case  by  case  basis.  This  approach  together  with  provisions  in  Stipulation  79  .should  be 
sufficient  to  mitigate  impacts, 

The  Pik  Dimes 

The  Pik  Dunes  are  an  ecologically  unique  feature  on  the  North  Slope.  The  NSB  recognizes  the 
unique  biological,  cultural,  and  scenic  qualities  of  this  feature  and  oppo.ses  the  placement  of 
surface  facilities  withm  this  relatively  smaU  area. 

Other  Issues 


Resolution  of  Pending  Native  Allotments  in  NPR-A 

The  Borough  supports  the  resolution  of  native  allotment  applications  in  NPR-A  that  have  been 

pending  for  over  25  years.  \Vc  encourage  BLM  to  expedite  the  conveyance  of  these  allotments. 


Support  for  Resolution  of  the  Nuiqsut  Village  EntiUemcnt 

The  NSB  supptjrts  resolution  and  conveyance  of  lands  still  owed  to  the  Nuiqsut  village 
corporation,  ICuukpik.  There  are  lands  surrounding  the  village  that  Kuukpikhas  selected  and 
should  be  conveyed  to  the  corporation  before  a  leasing  program  commences  on  these  lands. 


Support  for  ASRC  Land  Exchange 

The  North  Slope  Borough  supports  ASRC's  proposal  to  exchange  lands  they  hold  along  the 
KiUik  River  for  lands  that  are  within  NPR-A.  We  believe  this  a  fair  and  equitable  solution  to  the 
Federal  cxclu-sion  of  ASRC  from  selecting  lands  traditionally  used  by  the  liiupiat  in  the  ANCSA. 
We  also  believe  that  a  local  land  ownei;''manager  will  be  more  responsive  to  the  needs  of  local 
residents  and  their  govcrrmient. 


EconomityEmployment  Opportunities  for  NSB  Residents 

Any  leasing  program  authorized  for  NPR-A  should  contain  provi.sions  to  encourage  the  oil  &  gas 
industry  to  hire  Borough  residents  as  well  as  business  opportunifies  for  the  village  and  regional 
corporation  on  the  North  Slope.  Historically,  employment  of  Borough  residents  at  the  oil  fields 
of  die  North  Slope  has  been  extremely  low  and  in  the  case  of  some  oil  fields  non-existent.  We 
also  believe  it  is  important  to  encourage  the  oil  &  gas  industry  to  explore  contracting 
opportunities  with  North  Slope  village  and  regional  corporations,  further  creating  employment 
opportunities  for  Borough  residents. 
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Joint  Management  Plan  for  the  Colville  River 

The  NSB  supports  the  creation  of  a  management  plan  for  the  Colville  River  that  would  protect 
subsistence,  recreation,  scenic,  wilderness,  moose,  fish,  waterfowl,  raptor  and  pas.serine  values 
identifies  along  the  river.  The  Colville  River  is  an  important  source  of  subsistence  resources 
(such  as  moose,  fish  and  waterfowl)  and  well  as  a  major  transportation  corridor  for  the  liiupiat. 
The  NSB  does  not  support  the  designation  of  the  Colville  as  a  Wild  and^br  Scenic  River,  Other 
prcscrvarion  designafions  in  the  form  of  parks,  refuges  and  preserves  have  resulted  in  the 
curtailment  and  criminalization  of  subsistence  activifics  in  areas  formerly  enjoyed  by  Borough 
residents  living  in  Anakhivuk  Pass  and  Kaktovik.  We  support  a  proecss'that  allows  the  Federal, 
State  and  Borough  governments  to  tailor  a  management  plan  that  mtegratcs  the  liiupiat  lifestyle 
with  sound  ecological  practices. 
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Environmental  Remediation  of  Hazardous  Materials  Sites  within  and  adjacent  to  the 
Northeastern  Planning  Area 

File  NSB  supports  the  immediate  and  complete  environmental  remediation  of  hazardous 
materials  left  at  sites  like  Umiat.  These  toxic  landfills,  buried  by  agents  of  the  Department  of 
Defense,  were  supposed  to  freeze  back  via  permafrost,  yet  in  the  ease  of  Umiat  have  not 
performed  as  intended.  Erosion  from  the  Colville  River  has  e.xpo.sed  this  toxic  landfill,  spilling 
hazardous  materials  into  the  Colville.  TTie  Borough  is  concerned  that  hazardous  materials 
exposed  to  the  active  environment  will  evcnmally  result  in  the  contamination  of  Tiiupiat 
subsistence  resources.  This  is  a  critical  matter  that  requires  the  prompt  attention  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management. 


NPR-A  Area  Wide  Issues 


Impact  Funds 

For  over  twenty  years  the  residents  of  the  North  Slope  have  borne  the  brunt  and  bulk  of  oil  and 
gas  exploration  in  Federal  Waters  without  realistic  compensation  for  its  impacts,  even  though  the 
Slate  of  Alaska  receives  impact  funds  fi-om  the  federal  government  for  this  acfivity.  There  is  a 
federal  law  that  allows  North  Slope  communities  to  directly  draw  on  the  proceeds  of  lease  sales 
held  in  NPR-A  as  impact  fimds.  The  NSB  is  concerned  the  State  of  Alaska  will  not  be  able  to 
execute  the  legislative  acts  necessary  to  appropriate  these  funds.  The  NSB  wants  assurances 
from  the  federal  government  that  these  funds  will  be  appropriated  when  they  are  requested  by 
qualifying  Norlli  Slope  communities. 


Alternative  Energy  Sources  for  Villages  in  NPR-A 

I'he  communities  of  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  Wainwright  and  Banow  are  smrounded  by  NPR-A  yet 
pay  .some  of  the  highest  prices  for  electricity  and  ftiel.  The  use  of  diesel  fuel  for  heating  and 
electrical  generation  is  costly,  and  poses  an  ever  present  environmental  liability,  and  affects  the 
quality  of  life  for  village  residents.  It  seems  ab.surd  that  a  region  used  for  exploration  and 
development  of  oil  and  gas  must  rely  on  imported  diesel  fuel  for  its  own  energy  needs.  The 
North  Slope  Borough  believes  that  we  should  be  able  to  access  some  of  these  sources  for  power 
gencrafion  and  fuel  as  part  of  the  mitigation  effort  for  a  leasing  program  in  NPR-A  to  bring 
energy  altematives  to  the  North  Slope  Borough  villages.  Work  is  already  underway,  for 
example,  to  bring  locally-produced  natural  gas  to  Nuiqsut;  tliaiiks  to  the  efforts  of  the  Borough, 
oil  industry  and  the  Nuiqsut  village  corporation.  In  addition  naturally  occurring  gas  seeps, 
conventional  gas  and  coal  bed  methane  exploration  targets  near  Atqasuk  and  Wainwright 
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indicate  the  potential  for  these  villages  to  avoid  the  costs  and  environmental  risks  of  annual 
diesel  fijcl  tranport,  storage,  and  distribution  in  their  communities.  Additional  exploration,  in  the 
form  of  research  test  wells,  and  energy  conversion  programs  are  needed  to  prove  up  more 
prospects  of  locally  produced  natural  gas  and  demonstrate  their  suitability  as  a  village  energy 


The  North  Slope  Borough  has  given  the  issue  of  oil  &  gas  leasing  in  NPR-A  much  thought  and 
has  been  the  catalyst  for  innovation  and  refinement  of  our  best  management  practices.  Oil  &  gas 
exploration  and  development  is  an  issue  we  know  well  and  believe  our  "wise  use"  proposal 
stiikes  the  best  balance  between  the  liiupiat  lifestyle,  the  environment  and  development.  The 
Borough  residents  and  I  look  forward  to  your  response. 


Attachments 

cc:  Pal  Shea,  Bureau  olLaad  Management,  Wa.sliinglon.  D.C. 

Tom  Allen,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Alaska  State  Otlicc 

Deborah  Williams,  Department  of  interior,  Alaska  State  OtTlce 

Governor  Toriy  Knowles,  Slate  of  Alaska 

Commissioner  Fratik  Rue,  Slate  of  Alaska,  Department  ofPish  &  Game 

Commissioner  John  Sbively,  State  of  Alaska,  Depailmcnt  of  Natural  Resources 

Marie  Cairoll,  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  NSB 

Charles  DM.  Brower,  iiireclor,  WikUife  Management.  NSB 

Karen  Bumell.  Direelor.  Planning  &  Commimity  Services,  NSB 

Richard  Glenn,  DIrecltir,  Kiiergy  Management.  NSB 

Taqulik  Hepa,  Deptiiy  Direetor,  Wildlife  Management,  NSB 

Jon  Dunham,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  &  Community  Services,  NSB 

Jana  Harcharek,  Liaison  OfTieer.  Inupia)  Ihslory,  Language  &  Culture  Commission,  Plamiing  i! 

Commuiiily  Services,  NSB 
Craig  George,  Wildlife  Biologist,  Wildlife  Management,  NSB 
Dan  Bevington,  CIS  Analyst.  Plamiing  &  Community  Services,  NSB 
Harry  Brower,  Jr.,  Subsistence  Resource  Specialist.  Wildhfe  Management,  NSB 
Becky  Gay,  Govemraenl  Affairs  Administrator,  NSB 

Tom  Lohman,  nnvironmcnial  Resource  Specialisl,  Wildlife  Ma:iagemcnl.  NSB 
Or,  Todd  O'Hara,  Riseareh  BiologisL  Wildlife  Management.  NSB 
Dorothy  Hopson,  Mayor,  City  of  Anaktuvuk  Pass 
Flermau  Kignak.  Mayor.  City  of  Atqasuk 
Jim  Vordcrstrasse,  Mayor,  City  of  Barrow 
Letmard  Lampe,  Mayor,  Cily  of  Nuiqsut 
Lydia  Agna.sagga,  Mayor,  City  of  Wainwright 
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I-ish  Creek  -  moderate  subsislcmx-  use  aicu 

S 

NSI- 

Zniiies  (boih 
iides)_ 

NSL5  Siip-4.  Modeiaie  use  subsi.siunce  area;  from  T 1  IN,  Rit.  SEC  32  to 

T9N,  R3W.  SEC  20,  Umial  Meritlian. 

Fi-ih  Creek  -high  \isc  subsiatcnce  area 

S 

NSF 

3  miles 
lioth  sides) 

NSB  Stip-4;  Popular  spring,  summer,  autrnnn  camping^igh-use  subsistence 
area  from  T12N,  RJH,  SEC  27  to  TUN.  RIE.  SLC  32,  Umiat  Meridian. 

GoKse  mnltini;  lakes-  hij^h  use 

WF 

Nyl',  SR 

0.75  miles 

Stip  25;  Purpose  is  to  reduce  disturbance  around  hijih  use  goose  moliini^  lakes 

Goese  moiling  lakes-  moderale  use 

WF 

NSF,  SR 

025  miles 

Stip  25,  Purpose  is  to  reduce  disturbance  around  moderate  use  goose  molting 
lakes 

General  Paleoiilological  resuurccs 

P 

CSTA 

case  by  case 

Slip  79;  No  structures  constructed  on  paleontoIogicaJ  sites;  purpose  is  to 
protect  significant  dinosaur  and  Pleistocene  remains 

Ikpikpuk  River  tisVwatcrjihed 

W 

CSTA 

0.5  miles 

Slip  39:  Includes  critical  broad  whilefish  spawning  and  ovcr-winlcring  areas. 

Ikpikpuk  River  paleontological  sues 

P 

CSTA 

case  by  case 

Stip  47;  Limited  surface  occupancy  within  1  mile  of  the  Ikpikpuk  River,  to 
protect  Pleistocene  remains,  [Note:  Stip  39a  may  be  sutTicieni  to  protect  the 
Ikpikpuk  Paleontological  LUEAj. 

Judy  Creek  (Tingmiaqsivik)  -  moderate  use 
subsistence  area 

s 

CSTA 

2  miles 
(both  sides) 

Stip  NSB-4;  Popular  spring,  summer,  autumn  camping4iigh-use  subsistence 
area.  Follows  river  and  extends  south  lo  headwaicrs, 

Kealok  river  (SW  of  Teshckpuk), 
Hsh/watershed  protection 

w 

CSTA 

0.25  mile 

Stip  39;  (amended),  fish  bearing  river  add  lo  Stip  39 

Kealok  river  (SW  of  Teshekpuk),  moderale 
use  subsistence  area 

s 

CSTA 

2  miles 

(bolli  sides) 

Slip  NSB-4;  Spring  goose  hunting,  moderate  use  subsistence  use  area; 
extends  from  Teshekpuk  Lake  raargiu  5  miles  inland. 

Kikiakrurak  River,  moderale  subsistence 
use  area 

s.w 

CSTA 

2  miles 
Cboth  sides) 

Stip  NSB-4, 49,  45;  subsistence  protection,  extends  to  headwaters.  Ovetlaps 
with  Colvillc  Raptor,  Passerine,  Moose  LUEA 

Kogosukrufc  River,  moderate  subsistence 
use  area 

y,  w 

CSTA 

2  mites 
(both  sides) 

Stip  NSB-5,  49,  45;  subsistence  protection,  extends  In  headwaters.  Overlaps 
wiih  Colville  Raptor,  Passerine.  Moos<.-  LUF.A 

MiuitJakiak  River  -  high  use  subsistence  area 

s 

CSTA 

3  miles 
(both  sides) 

NSB  Siip-4;  high  use  subsistence  zone  along  river.  Purpose  is  to  reduce 
dislm'bance  of  high  iniensily  .subsistence  use  areas. 

Naluakruak  Luke 

w 

HSE 

0.5 

Stip  39  faddendum);  Imporlaat  fish  habitat,  high  subsistence  use 

Pik  Dunes 

W,  CA 

NSF,  SR 

0  miles 

Stip  46;  no  surface  .structures  on  dunes;  caribou  insect  relief  area,  cultural 

sites. 

Slellar's  Eiderv^pcctaclcd  Eiders 

w 

CSTA 

case  by  case 

Tha-alened/V.ndangcred  species 

Tcshekpuk  Lake  Basin 

%s 

NSF,  SR 

Stip  NSB-j;  Defer  from  leasin^^ 

Teshekpuk  Lake  calving  area 

w 

SR 

case  by  case 

Stip  24;  Protection  of  known  historic  caribou  calving  area;  study  required. 

NSB  concurs  with  this  stipulation. 

Tcshekpuk  Lake  caribou  movement 
corridors 

\v 

NSF,  NTF. 

see  Stip  28d 

Stip  28d:  No  permanent  surface  facilities  may  be  sited  within  a  zone 
extetiding  4  mile-s  ea.siward  from  the  eastern  shore  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  in  the 
area  between  lake  and  Kogni  Iiilel. 

Tcshekpuk  Lake  coastaJ  buffer 

w,s 

CSTA 

0.5 

Stip  3yb;  Add  a  0.5  mile  bufler  around  lake  edge  [coiisidered  at  27  Jan 
meeting! 

Trapping  Area  for  furbearers;  S  and  SW  of 

Tcshekpuk  Lake 

s 

CSTA 

WA 

Slips  63  and  64;  Use  stip  provisions  lo  mitigate  effects  of  petroleum 
exploration  and  development  m  the  fiirbearer  trapping  region- 

Unspecified  fish  bearing  streams,  rivers. 

w 

CSTA 

500  ft 

Slip  41;  fish  habitat  LUEA 
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-NPR-A  DEIMAP  Comment 


Office  of  the  Mayor 


P.O.  Box  69 

Barrow,  Alaska  99723 

=■907  852-26 II  or  0200 

Fax:  907  852-0337 

email:  bnageak@co.north-slope.ak.us 


March  12,  1998 

The  Honorable  Bruce  Babbitt 
Secretary  of  the  Interior 
United  States  of  America 
Interior  South  Interior  Building 
1951  Constitution  Avenue  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20242 


RE: 


Comments  on  the  NPR-A  DEI&4AP 


Dear  Secretary  Babbitt: 

The  North  Slope  Borough  appreciates  the  opportiinit>'  to  comment  on  the  NPR-A  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Integrated  Activity  Plan.  1  want  you  to  know  that  the  BLM  and 
MMS  staff  did  an  admirable  job  assembling  this  document  but  because  an  artificial  deadline  was 
imposed  for  its  preparation  it  is  incomplete  and  lacking  the  depth  that  an  EIS  should  have  to 
discuss  fiilly  the  ramifications  of  a  given  action  or  alternative.  In  some  cases  there  was  simply 
not  enough  time  for  your  staff  to  fully  comprehend  the  implications  of  this  action.  In  light  of  the 
fact  this  EIS  is  incomplete,  the  North  Slope  Borough  utTers  the  following  comments  from  our 
participating  departments. 

•     Department  of  Energy  Management  

pg.  III-A-S  A  review  of  seismic  exploration  in  the  planning  area  would  be  useful  here.  Navy  ( 1 944-53), 
HiLsky  (1974-1982) ,  and  industry  exploration  grids  cover  the  area.  Where  il  Is  no(  conlitk-ntial,  Uilsl- 
grids,  or  their  outer  boundaries  can  be  shown  to  indicate  the  areas  of  active  exploration.  


pg.  ni-A-3 1  The  paragraph  preceding  the  Physiography  section  is  the  most  important  pa3agr;iph  of  the 
section.  This  should  be  repeated  .somewhere  in  the  executive  summary  section,  lo  indicate  ihe  importance 
of  the  Alpioe  discover^'  in  the  renewed  interest  in  the  area. 


pg.  lII-A-38  section  (b)    Arc  all  Navy  exploration  sites  currently  in  need  of  completion?  or  some  but  not 
all. 


pg.  lIl-A-38  section  (d)  The  Walakpa  (Llaliqpaa)  field  is  developed,  and  now  produces  more  that  90%  of 
Barrow's  annual  consumption.  


pg.  ilI-A-42  section  (2)  What  about  the  b'miat  site?  Refer  to  the  C'orps  of  Engineers  iiewfsletters  for  stle 
description.  Why  does  the  DEIS  ignore  the  Umiat  site? 


021 

022 

023 
024 

025 


pg.  lU-A-46  Section  (5)  The  Colvillc  River  itself  contain  gas  and  oif  seeps.  A  gas  seep  near  Brady,  and 
oil  seep  near  Umiat  were  identified  during  the  Navy  exploration  period  (1944-1953). 


pg.  III-A-53  The  DEIS  should  reference  the  complaints  of  Nuiqsut  regarding  the  smog  from  the 
Prudhoc  Kuparuk  area.  The  yellow  layer  is  pronounced,  and  not  due  to  Arctic  haze.  This  smog,  for 
example  is  much  more  noticeable  in  Prudhoe-Nuiqsut  area  tlian  at  Barrow  or  Atqasuk.  Anyone  who  has 
traveled  from  Barrow  to  Nuiqsut  and  Dcadhorse  by  plane  can  observe  the  marked  change  in  the  smog 
layer. 


pg.  in-C-59  section  f  Reference  should  be  made  to  the  annual  Nuiqsut  ice  road.  The  road  generally 
lollows  the  course  of  the  main  channel  of  the  Colville  River  from  Nuiqsut  to  Olikiok,  or  to  the  nearest  oil 
exploration  ice  road,  whichever  is  closer.  The  road  is  created  by  blading  the  snow  off  nf  the  river's  ice 
cover,  once  sufficient  ice  thickness  has  t>een  achieved.  The  road  i±i  used  for  the  annual  overland  fuel 
haul,  and  for  other  material  transport,  and  also  gives  Nuiqsut  residents  access  to  the  Dalton  Highway. 


6     Office  of  the  Mayor 

Liaison  for  Research  &  Technical  Assistance 

pgiri-C-l  Social  Systems 


I.     Economy,  1-  Paragraph,  last  sentence  -  "The  North  Slope  Borough  also  may  derive  some  bcnefiLs 
fi-om  the  State  portion  of  tlie  royalties  shared  by  the  Federal  Government. 

What  kinds  of  benefits?  How?  This  statement  is  a  "straw  dog."  Other  than  assistance  to  impacted 
municipaUlies  through  grants  under  42  U.S.C.  6508,  the  only  funds  or  benefits  derived  fomi  the  State 
would  he  those  which  trickle  down  to  all  municipalities  in  the  State,  i.e.  ''Permanent  Fund  (50%  of 
remainder;  Public  School  Fund  (0.5%  of  remainder);  and  General  Fund  (49.5%  of  remainder).  If  the 
above  statement  is  to  remain,  it  must  be  adequately  clarified  and  explained. 


f .  Economy,  2-'  Paragraph,  middle  sentence  -  "However,  only  a  smaJJ  number  of  North  Slope  Native 
residents  have  worked  at  oil  facilities  at  and  near  Prudhoc  Bay,  and  this  is  very  likely  to  be  true  in 
the  future." 

This  statement  is  true;  less  than  <1%  of  oil  field  workers  are  Native  workers.  The  report  implies  this 
siiualion  is  by  the  "choice  of  the  Native  workers."  This  is  not  entirely  true  and  it  paints  an  erroneous 
picture  of  the  situation  and  seems  to  be  a  jusfitlcafion  for  the  defense  of  the  oil  industry.  "Rcvsidents 
seem  to  prefer  the  employment  created  by  theNSB  to  jobs  potentially  available  in  industry." 

This  comment  and  the  one  preceding  it,  veil  the  NSli's  attempts  at  facilitating  Native  employment  at 
Prudhoe  at  wliicli  the  industry  has  balked  and  is  only  minimally  or  superficially  in  favor.  The  oil 
industry  feels  that  they  have  no  responsibility  to  accommodate  the  training  of  the  unskilled  laborers,  to 
iiccommodate  their  cultural  needs  to  pardci'pate  in  the  subsistence  hunting  traditions,  or  to  utiliF.e  more 
than  only  minimal  and  western  industry  traditional  methods  of  recruiting  Native  employees.  It  is  easier 
and  less  costly  to  import  labor  from  other  parts  of  Alaska  as  well  as  the  "lower-4S,"  particularly  Texas, 
Oklahoma  and  Idaho.  With  job  reductions  imminent  in  the  NoriJi  Slope  Borough,  it  would  seem 
imperative  that  extraordinary  attempts  be  made  by  industry  to  recruit  and  employ  NSB  residents  to 
counter  potential  negative  impacts  on  the  communities  and  residents  of  NPRA  development. 


pglU-C-l  andC~2 

I.     Economy,  -  "This  [above]  historJciil  information  is  relevant  lo  assessing  the  potential  economic 
affects  of  proposed  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  on  the  North  Slope  Native  Population." 
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V-225 


NPR-A  DElMAP  Comments 


■NPR-A  dETSTAP  CommcntB 


This  statement  is  a  "self-fulfilling  prophecy"  offering  a  defense  for  industry  lo  continue  development  on 
NPRA  and  conduci  it  in  the  same  manner  as  they  had  in  Prudhoe,  It  is  a  justification  of  industry's  "can't 
do-can'l  hire  Natives"  philosophy.  It  shows  a  defeatist  attitude  instead  of  a  "pro-active"  can-do 
philosophy  or  perspective.  "Opportunities  for"  and  "recaiiting  of  NSB  residents  is  basically  non- 
existent. 


a.  NSB  Revenues  and  Expenditures  -  Assessed  NSH  property  value  for  FY  1986  IhrouKh  FY  1991 

was  approximately  $12  to  Sl3  billion.  For  FY  1991,  all  nsscsscd  property  value  was  $13.1  billion, 
whereas  assessed  industrial  property  value  a(  Prudhoe  Bay  was  $  12.4  billion,  or  95  per  cent  of  the  total. 
Between  19K2  and  1991,  total  NSB  taxes  collected  peaked  in  FY  1987  at  $249  million  and  declined  in 
FY  1991  to  $221  million." 

The  above  comment  is  misleading  and  deceptive.  By  omission,  the  reader  can  be  lead  lo  believe  thai  the 
current  assessed  valuation  is  similar  to  figures  cited  for  FY  1986  through  FY  1991.  Therefore,  it  can 
also  be  assumed  that  the  taxes  collected  are  similarly  high  and  will  be  similarly  high  in  the  future. 

The  total  assessed  valuation  continues  to  decrease.  In  1997  ail  assessed  property  value  was  $11.7 
billion;  in  1998  the  total  assessed  value  was  $11.4  billion.  It  is  projected  that  total  assessed  property 
value  will  decline  dramatically  through  the  year  2005  as  follows: 


1999  Total 

2000  Total 

2001  Total 

2002  Total 

2003  Total 

2004  Total 

2005  Total 


Assessed  Value 
Assessed  Value 
Assessed  Value 
Assessed  Value 
Assessed  Value 
Assessed  Value 
Assessed  Value 


$11,148,000,000 

$10,825,000,000 

$10,232,000,000 

$9,618,000,000 

$9,099,000,000 

$8,562,000,000 

$8,014,000,000 


It  is  stated  in  the  DEIS  that,  "Although  the  mill  rate  for  operations  is  at  the  limit  allowed  by  State 
statutes,  the  NSB's  total  mill  rate  is  well  under  the  limit  and,  therefore,  the  KSB  administration  is  not 
now  facmg  any  legal  constraints  to  raising  the  rate.  Because  the  NSB  mi!l  rate  is  below  the  limit  means 
that  short-term  revenue  constraints  do  not  drive  current  expenditures.  In  the  short-term,  a  larger  lax  base 
resulting  from  NPRA  leasing  potentially  would  enable  a  decline  in  the  mill." 

This  statement  should  be  corrected  lo  read,  "Although  the  mill  rale  for  operations  is  al  the  limit  allowed 
by  State  statutes,  the  NSB's  mill  rate  is  unlimited  for  repayment  of  bonded  indebtedness.  Therefore,  the 
NSB  administration  is  not  now  facing  any  legal  constraints  lo  raising  the  mill  rate  in  repay  bonds. 
Because  the  NSB  Tuill  rate  for  repayment  of  bonded  indebtedness  is  not  limited,  short-term  revenue 
constraints  do  not  drive  current  capital  expenditures.  In  the  short-term,  a  larger  tax  base  resulting  from 
NPRA  leasing  potentially  could  enable  a  reduction  in  the  mill  rate." 

Although  the  above  statement,  as  rewritten  is  correct,  is  the  underlying  hypothesis  practical,  realistic 
and/or  feasible?  It  is  possible,  however,  with  the  reduction  in  assessed  values  from  Prudhoe  Bay  and  the 
continued  demand  for  capital  improvements,  it  seems  more  likely  they  would  only  open  up  a  window  for 
additional  bonding  capacity  and  the  sale  ol"  additional  bonds. 

However,  a  raise  in  our  mill  rate  could  severely  jeopardize  our  perceived  stability  and  reduce  our  bond 
rating  therefore  reducing  our  bonding  capability  and  raising  the  rates  we  pay.  Currently,  there  is  a 
perceived  cap  on  our  mill  rale  equivalent  to  the  20  mills  that  the  State  is  allowed  to  levy  against  oil  and 
gas  properties.  Although  the  statutes  appear  to  indicate  that  we  are  not  limited  by  that  cap,  it  might  cause 


031 


032 


033 


legislative  action  to  limit  our  taxing  authority.  By  maintaining  the  buffer  between  18.5  mills  and  20 
mills  we  can  show  that  wc  have  the  capability  to  increase  revenues  if  assessed  values  fall  unexpectedly. 
In  addition,  it  lels  the  Stale  keep  part  of  the  money  making  them  less  likely  lo  challenge  our  taxing 
authority. 


pg  ltI-C-37,  Last  Paragraph,  J-  Column  -  Regarding,  "Social  Services"  the  DEIS  refers  to  "grants 
acquired  by  or  Ihrough  tlie  Inupial  Corporation  of  the  Arctic  Slope  and  other  borough  non-profiis."  It 
should  read  ".Arctic  Slope  Native  Association  and  other  non-profits,  the  village  and  regional  tribal 
governments." 

Same  paragraph  -  "Health  and  social-services  programs  have  attempted  to  meet  the  needs  of  alcohol  and 
drug-related  problems  wilh  treatment  programs  and  shelters  for  wives  and  families  of  abusive  spouses 
and  with  greater  emphasis  on  recreational  programs  and  services." 

The  City  governments  have  been  attempting  to  develop  recreational  programs  and  services  but  have  been 
seriously  hampered  by  the  lack  of  financial  resources  lo  accomplish  their  recreational  objectives.  Tlie 
residents  believe  that  recreational  activities  and  sports  are  appropriate  akcrriatives  to  alcohol  and  drug 
use  as  well  as  inappropriate  behavior  particularly  for  our  youth,  teens  and  young  adults.  However, 
without  a  source  of  funding  for  recreational  facility  development,  their  efforts  are  fruitless.  Recreation  is 
not  a  NSB  Power,  therefore  all  efforts  at  recreational  development  are  the  venue  of  the  cities.  With 
declining  revenues  from  the  Stale  of  Alaska,  many  NSB  City  governments  can  barely  even  function  and 
have  considered  filing  bankruptcy  papers. 

Same  paragraph  -  Alcohol  possession  is  not  banned  in  Barrow.  Also,  the  city  of  Kaktovik  has  a 
referendum  vote  scheduled  to  reverse  the  alcohol  ban  in  thai  community.  


pg  lII-C-37,  1-  paragraph,  2-  column  -  "What  exists  in  ilie  communities  of  the  North  Slope  is  "a  unique 
lifestyle  in  which  a  modem  cash  economy  and  traditional  subsistence  are  interwoven  and 
interdependent." 

This  is  basically  a  "dual  economic  .system"  through  which  the  culture  adapts  and  perpetuates  itself. 
"Nortli  Slope  residents  exhibit  an  increasing  commiunent  to  area-wide  political  representation,  local 
government  and  cultural  preservation. .."  The  above  statement  needs  to  include  "IHLC"  regarding 
"cultural  pre5er\'afion"  and  the  "revitalization  of  the  IRA  Tribal  governments"  regarding  "political 
representation  and  local  government." 

The  commitment  to  area-wide  political  representation  and  increased  jocal  government  (referenced 
above)  is  a  direct  response  to  the  reductions  of  assistance  lo  its  rural  communities  from  the  Slate  with 
inadequate  and  dramatically  declining  revenues  ihrough  the  KSB  and  city  governments  and  from  the 
Federal  Government  Assistance  and  mandates  to  assist  its  5RA  Tribal  Governments.  Parhiering  together, 
the  Tribal  Governments,  City  Governments  and  the  NSB  Government,  may  be  able  to  provide  programs, 
services  and  benefits  lo  its  residents  that  lo  date  have  been  mainly  provided  by  the  NSB  and  only  been 
minimally  provided  by  either  the  tribal  or  city  governments.  The  Cily  governments  cannot  survive  by 
continuing  to  rely  entirely  upon  the  State  to  exist  as  subdivisions  of  the  State  of  Alaska.  It  seems  almost 
as  if  the  cities  were  created  with  a  mandate  from  the  State  but  with  only  enough  resources  to  guarantee 
failure,  and  not  success. 


»      Department  of  Planning  &  Community  Services 

Inupiat  History  Language  &  Culture  Commission 
pg.l  V-A-44         In  the  reference  to  '"Sacred  Sites",  BLM  asserts  that  "no  such  sites  have  been  identified 
in  the  planning  area."  in  fact,  there  arc  "Sacred  Sites"  in  the  planning  area.  The  lack  of  consultation 
preempted  efforts  to  identify  them.    "Sacred  Sites"  are  defined  in  the  DEIS  as  "any  specific,  discrete. 
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iKtrrowly  detineated  location"  on  federal  )*ind  identified  by  Native  tribes  or  a  representative  of  a  Native 
religion  as  "sacred  by  virtueof  its  establislied  religious  significance."  Omitting  "or  ceremonial  use  by"  in 
the  definition  is  misleading,  fhis  scciion  should  reference  the  definition  of  "Sacred  Sites''  contained  in 
Executive  Order  13007  in  it's  entirety.  This  section  should  also  include  the  language  regarding 
"Accommodation  of  Sacred  Sites"  vvhere  it  states  "In  managing  Federal  lands,  each  executive  branch 
agency  witli  statutory  or  administrative  responsibility  for  the  management  of  Federal  lands  shall,  to  the 
extent  practicable,  permitted  by  law,  and  not  clearly  inconsistent  with  esserilial  agency  functions,  (a> 
accommodate  access  to  and  ceremonial  use  of  Indian  sacred  sites  by  Indian  religious  practitioners  and 
(2)  avoid  adversely  affecting  the  physical  integrity  of  such  sacred  sites.  Where  appropriate,  agencies 
shall  maintain  the  confidentiality  of  sacred  sites." 

In  the  same  section,  the  DEIS  states,  "If  any  sacred  sites  are  identified  during  the  comment  period,  BLM 
v\ill  analyze  the  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  on  the  sites  and  address  mitigating  actions  that  could 
protect  Iheni.''    This  implies  that  impacts  will  be  analyzed  only  if  sites  are  identitlcd  during  the  commcnl 
period.  There  is  no  language  to  protecl  sites  should  lhe\  be  identified  after  the  comment  period. 


Fg.  IIl-C-7           rhe  DEIS  slates  'The  number  of  TLUl  locales  in  the  "planning  area"'  greatly  exceeds  the 
number  of  recorded  archaeological  sites,  suggesting  thai  ifcuhural  memory  is  a  reliable  manifestation  of 
reality,  there  must  be  hundreds  of  as  yet  undiscovered  cultural  sites  within  (he  planning  area."  This 
negative  reference  to  traditional  knowledge  should  be  deleted.  If  substitute  language  is  considered  to 
acknowledge  the  fact  that  many  "undiscovered"  sites  remain,  the  language  should  be  respecttiil  of  the 
wisdom  and  knowledge  of  our  eiders.  


Land  Management'Termitting  &  Zoning 
pg.  [II-C-4fl  The  description  of  land  ownership  should  note  the  complete  history.  Long  before 
President  Harding  set  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reser\'e  #4  aside  with  Executive  Order  3797,  the  Inupial  had 
indigenous  title  to  the  land  known  as  NPR-A.   In  fact  the  jiresidential  executive  order  did  not  extinguish 
Ihc  Inupial  title  Lo  the  land,  only  an  act  of  Congress  can  extinguish  aboriginal  title  to  land.   In  196R  (after 
the  discovery  of  Prudhnc  Bay)  Congress  began  in  earnest  to  extinguish  the  Inupiat  title  to  land  tliat 
Htcludcd  NPR-A  and  the  Prudhoc  Bay  discovery.   The  end  result  was  the  Alaska  Native  Ciaiuis 
Settlement  Act  (ANCSAl  in  1971,  over  the  objections  of  the  Arctic  Slope  Native  Association  (ASNA) 
partly  because  it  excluded  Inupiat  land  seleciinns  from  traditional  Inupiat  lands  i[i  NPR-A.  The  NPR-A 
lauds  are  the  mostly  heavily  used  traditional  lands  by  the  Inupiat  of  all  land  on  the  North  Slope. 

The  Bornugh  recommends  (he  federal  jurisdiction  description  be  modified  to  include  the  above  history  lo 
provide  a  full  picture  of  the  Inupiat  coimeetion  to  (he  land  in  NPR-A. 


pg.  111-041  This  particular  label  is  extremely  offensive  and  docs  nor  acknowledge  the  Inupiat  historical 
use  of  lands  within  NPR-A.  These  uses  are  historically  appropriate  uses  of  land  that  supports  the  Inupiat 
in  cultural  and  subsistence  pursuits  in  NPR-A, 

The  Borough  recommends  the  entire  sub-heading  be  deleted  from  the  final  LIS. 


pg.  lIl-C-42  llini  44  The  Borough  recommends  deleting  the  second  to  las(  sentence  ofthe  first  paragraph 
because  OGC  has  published  the  ACMP  enforceable  policies. 

One  of  Ihc  reasons  the  Inupial  have  been  so  accepting  of  oil  and  gas  industrial  activity  within  areas  they 
have  historically  used  is  that  the  Borough  has  strong  planning,  zoning  and  coastal  management  authority 
in  areas  where  development  has  occurred.  The  Borough  behoves  it  is  important  to  continue  to  have  this 
same  authority  within  the  area  oJ' NPR-A  and  recommends  1hai  ihc  Secretary  of  the  Interior  allow 
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application  and  implementation  of  the  Alaska  C:oastal  Management  Program  and  the  North  Slope 
Borough  Coastal  Management  Program  for  NPR-A. 

pg-  ILI-C-45  In  the  second  paragraph,  ilie  last  sentence  should  be  clianged  to  read  as  tbilows: 

Any  new  large-scale  development  outside  the  existing  Resource  Development  District  will  require 
rezoning:  a  Master  Plan  for  the  development  must  be  submitted  to  the  NSB,  which  conforms  to  the 
Borough  policies.  The  plan  must  be  adopted  by  the  NSB  Assembly  as  an  amendment  to  the  exisfing 
official  zoning  map,  changing  the  district  from  one  district  to  the  Resource  Development  District.    The 
Master  Plan  shall  be  tlie  guide  for  development  of  tlie  land  rezuncd.  


pg.  IlI-C-45  thru  48  This  seelion  appears  to  completely  ignore  recreational  use  of  the  area  by  the  Inupiat 
through  their  cultural  pursuits. 

The  huipiai  way  of  living,  or  !m2imingnui,  involves  more  than  hunting  and  fishing  Ibr  food  sources,   ll  is 
encompasses  many  facets  ol' living,  including  recreation  and  culture.  \i\  fact  this  section  fails  to 
acknowledge  the  presence  of  the  Inupiat  as  an  inlegral  part  ot  this  land  in  NPR-A. 

'Ihe  North  Slope  Borough  recommends  a  rc-writc  of  this  entire  section  to  acknowledge  the  presence  of 
(he  cultural  pursuits  by  the  Inupial  in  NPR-A. 

pg.  III-C-48  thru  51  The  North  Slope  Borough  opposes  any  and  ail  efforts  to  establish  the  Colville  river 
as  a  wild  or  scenic  river.  Borough  residents  have  endured  tlie  designation  of  other  lands  (like  Gates  of 
the  Arctic  and  ANWR)  within  the  Borough  which  resulted  in  the  restriction  and  crimmalizalion  of  their 
lifestyle.  The  Colville  is  du  important  source  of  subsistence  resources  and  well  as  a  major  transportation 
corridor  for  the  Inupial.  Any  elTori  to  restrict  or  curtail  transportation  along  the  Colville  will  be 
vigorously  opposcd. 

Wc  believe  tlic  river  is  adequately  protected  and  docs  not  need  a  further  federal  designation  to  ensure  it 
wildlife,  recreational  and  visual  qualities.  We  believe  that  il'lhc  federal  government  is  seriously 
cnnccrncd  about  the  physical  and  visual  quality  of  Ihc  Colville  river,  then  it  will  nmslcr  all  efforts 
necessary  lo  clean  up  the  hazardous  waste  site  created  by  the  U.S.  militaiy  at  Umial. 

•      Department  of  Wildlife  Management 
F.nvironmcntal  Justice 

President  Carter's  Fcbruar>'  11,  1994  Executive  Order  12898  requires  that  federal  agencies  make 
achieving  cnvironmenla\  justice  pari  of  ihcir  missions  by  identifying  and  addressing  dispToportinnatciy 
high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  their  programs,  policies,  and  activities  on 
minority  or  low-income  populations.  The  draft  NPR-A  lAP.-l^IS  (p.IV'A-44)  does  not  adequately 
explain  how  this  goal  will  be  achieved  by  the  BLM  m  connection  with  any  oil  and  gas  leasing  program 
conducted  within  (he  northeast  planning  area.  The  document  docs  describe  the  minority  and  low-income 
status  of  North  Slope  residents  who  would  be  subject  to  the  direct  effects  of  any  increased  industrial 
activity  in  the  northeast  planning  area.  It  does  not  describe  how  the  impacts  on  our  residents  nf  NPR-A 
leasing,  exploration,  and  development  alone,  or  in  combination  with  oiher  regional  development, 
compare  widi  the  totality  of  these  impacts  on  U.S.  residents  other  than  those  on  the  North  Slope. 

Clearly,  it  is  Borough  residents,  and  pariicularly  those  of  Nuiqsut,  who  have  borne  the  brunt  of  direct 
North  Slope  oil  industry  impacts  lo  date.  A  map  showing  existing,  planned,  and  polenlial  North  Slope 
oil  and  gas  lease  .sales,  exploratory  operations,  and  development  projects  foretells  a  future  level  of 
cumulative  impacts  which  has  to  he  alarming  to  Nuiqsui.  The  Borough  has  used  its  taxing  authority  to 
secure  sufficient  revenues  to  greatly  raise  the  standard  of  living  of  our  residenLs  to  levels  long  taken  for 
granted  elsewhere  in  the  country.     Direct  revenues  from  lands  and  waters  leased  and  oil  produced. 
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however,  still  go  straight  tn  the  state  and  federal  governments.  The  focus  of  Executive  Order  12898  is 
on  federal  ayency  attention  to  any  potential  disproportionately  high  adverse  effects.  The  Borough 
believes  that  in  order  tn  address  whether  the  effects  on  our  minority  and  low-income  residents  are 
disproportionately  high,  BLM  must  indicate  what,  if  any,  adverse  effects  other  U.S.  residents  might 
suffer  as  a  consequence  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  within  the  NPR-A.  Ay  in  the  case  of  all  other  North  Slope 
industries  activity  to  date,  wc  believe  that  it  is  our  residents  who  would  face  the  direct  risks  of  NPR-A 
dovckipmcnt,  while  oil  revenues  would  go  elsewhere.  Direct  sharing  of  oil  revenues  with  our  impacted 
communities  would  offset  some  of  the  increased  local  burden  of  dealing  with  an  increased  level  of 
iiulustriai  activity.  The  Borough  recommends  to  the  BLM  that  il  first  recognize  the  significant  ongoing 
and  increasing  cumulative  impact  which  North  Slope  industrial  development  has  had  on  our  people,  and 
then  take  all  necessary  steps  to  see  that  revenues  generated  from  oil  leasing  and  development  on  federal 
lands  be  shared  directly  with  our  affected  communities. 


Cumulative  Impacts 

The  impacts  felt  by  both  the  human  residents  and  wildhfc  resources  of  the  North  Slope  Uorough  as  a 
result  of  oil  industry  operations  are  not  projcct-spccines,  but  rather,  arc  the  consequences  of  all  past  and 
ongoing  activities  taken  together.  A  good  example  of  these  impacts  arc  the  demands  placed  on  the 
cnnnuunity  of  Nuiqsut  for  services  to  the  workers  of  ARC_X)'s  Alpine  projects.  None  of  the  impacts  were 
foreseen  or  discussed. 

To  date,  fedenil  and  state  regulatory  and  management  systems  have  largely  failed  to  address  in  any 
meaningful  way  this  reality,  histead,  they  have  focused  on  the  causal  ctTccts  of  single  actions;  allowing 
incremental  degradation  offish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  subsistence  opportunities  without  the  holistic 
regional  perspective  which  is  a  way  of  life  for  our  people.  The  Borough  recognizes  the  difficulty  in 
administering  our  own  Land  Management  Regulations.  It  is  essential,  therefore,  that  a  framework  be 
defined  at  the  lease  sale  stage  for  addressing  at  a  later  time  the  potential  cumulative  impacts  of  individual 

proposed  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  reviews,  adoption  of  a  more  consultative  approach  in  dealing  with  local 
stakelinldcrs  will  be  an  essentia!  component  of  any  solution  to  the  difficult  cumulative  impacts  issue. 
We  renew  that  position  here  in  offering  a  North  Slope  Boroiigh  NPR-A  planning  area  prefenxd 
management  alternative. 


Subsistence 

pg.  Ql-C-10.  Table  III.C,3-1,  '"Resources  Used  in  Barrow,  Kaktovik,  and  Nuiqsut"  The  title  of  this  tabic 
IS  incorrect,  il  should  read  "Atqasuk"  instead  of  "Kaktovik".  The  table  is  misleading  and  unclear  of  its 
meaning  as  it  is  referenced  throughout  the  text.  The  confusion  lies  in  the  term  "used"  and  "harvested". 
The  data  presented  in  the  table  is  also  inconsistent.  For  example,  the  table  shows  that  Barrow  residents 
use  Dall  sheep  and  does  not  show  that  Atqasuk  residents  use  marine  mammals.  Although  as  a  footnote, 
it  docs  state  that  Atqasuk  residents  use  marine  mammals  but  within  the  tabic  it  does  not.  Recommend 
using  all  known  species  harvested  on  the  North  Slope,  because  of  the  extensive  sharing  amongst  all 
North  Slope  communities,  Anoilier  example,  Atqasuk  should  have  humpback  whitefish  marked,  since  it 
was  reported  as  being  harvested  in  the  1994-95  subsistence  study  conducted  by  the  North  Slope  Borough 
(ppie,  Drower,  and  Bates,  1 997).  


pg,  TIT-C-1 1.  Table  III. C. 3-4,  "Individual  Subsistence  Resource  Percentages  of  Average  Total 
Community  Annual  Subsistence  Harvest",  replace  Nuiqsut  data  1994-95  (Browcr  and  Opic^  1997)  with 
corrected  Nuiqsut  figure  (sec  Attachment  I  for  Memorandum  regarding  enor)  in  regards  to  edible 
pounds.  The  Nuiqsut  percentage  for  1994-95  for  hair  seal  is  2%.  Two  percent  acmally  represents  all 
marine  mammals  harvested  during  the  study  year,  1994-95.  which  includes  1  polar  bear,  and  23  rnigcd 
seals.  It  is  incoirecl  to  say  that  2%  represents  only  hair  seals.  Recommend  using  the  temi  "edible 
material"  or  "edible  pounds". 
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pg-  ITI-C-l  1.  Table  IIl.C.3-3  "Parlicipation  is  Successful  Harvests  of  Selected  Resources  in  Barrow  and 
Nuiqsut  (percentage  of  households  per  resource),  does  not  include  Atqasuk.  The  last  sentence  on  p.  lU- 
C-8  refers  to  three  communities  Barrow.  Nuiqsut,  and  Atqasuk,  and  Table  III.C.3-3,  represents  only 
Barrow  and  Nuiqsut. 


Tabic  ni.C.3-4  "Individual  Subsistence  Resource  Percentages  of  Average  Total  Community  Annual 
Subsistence  Harvest",  the  Nuiqsut  data  1 994-95,  for  small  land  mammals  is  incorrect.  The  footnote  is  ** 
Represents  less  than  0.1  percent,  the  footnote  should  be,  Not  harvested  for  food. 


pg.  IIT-C-12.  b.  Community  Subsistence- Harvest  Patterns: 

Forth  paragraph  first  sentence  on  p.  l[I-C-!2.  '•...in.C..3-4  shows  individual  species  percentages  of  the 
total  average  subsistence  han'cst  for  each  community.",  is  misleading.  The  tabic  does  not  represent  total 
average  subsistence  harvest,  it  implies  only  the  percent  of  edible  materiai.  


The  last  sentence  in  the  sixth  paragraph,  "Nuiqsut  residents  hunt  bowhcads  only  during  the  fall  season.", 
it  is  known  that  some  Nuiqsut  hunters  travel  to  Barrow  to  participate  in  the  harvest  of  bowhead  whales 
with  Barrow  whaling  crews  during  the  spring  bowhead  whaling  season.  Recommend  changing  to 
indicate  when  subsistence  whaling  for  the  community  of  Nuiqsut  occurs,  which  is  during  the  fall.      


Barrow  

pg.  UI-C- 1 3 .  (a)  Bowhead  Whales 

First  paragraph  under  (a)  Bowhead  Whales,  sixth  sentence,  "Ilic  locations  of  these  camps  depend  on  ice 
conditions  and  currents,  nonnally,  strong  curreuls  and  many  leads  near  Point  Barrnw  prohibit  crews 
from  camping  [icar  the  actual  point."  The  last  part  of  this  sentence  is  confusing  and  should  be  removed, 
to  read;  'The  locaUons  of  these  camps  depend  on  ice  conditions  and  currents,".  ___ 


pg.  III-C-13.(c)  Caribou: 

I  he  description  of  the  Barrow  subsistence  use  area  for  caribou  too  large.    This  area  is  describing  the 

general  Barrow  subsistence  use  area,  see  Figure  III.C.3- 1  (Pederson,  1979).  


[ig.  1II-C-I6.  (d)  Seals: 

Ringed  seal  hunting  is  concentrated  mostly  in  the  Chukchi  Sea.  In  this  entire  section  (d)  Seals,  the 
Beaufort  Sea  needs  to  replaced  with  Chukchi  Sea.  The  author  of  this  section  must  have  had  tlicsc 
confused.  


Last  paragraph  under  (d)  Seals,  third  sentence:  bearded  .seals  are  hunted  in  both  the  Chukchi  and 
Beaufort  seas  during  sununer  months,  not  from  spring  hunting  camps  in  the  Beaufort  Sea. 


Pg,  ll-C-LS.  (e)Fish: 

First  sentence  under  (c)  Fish,  top  of  p.  III-C-IS,  tomcod  arc  harvested  during  the  fall  and  early  winter 

when  there  is  still  day  light. 


The  third  sentence  "From  Peard  Bay  west  of  Barrow...,  to  the  end  of  this  paragraph  is  very  confusing  and 
in  most  cases  is  not  true.  Recommend  deleting  this  section.  The  next  paragraph,  remove  the  first  part  of 
the  first  sentence  "While  coastal  fishing  can  be  an  important  source  of  fish,"  and  begin  the  paragraph 
with  "Most  of  the  fishing  occurs...".  


pg.  IILC-IX.  (f)  Walruses:  (should  be  "walrus"  throughout  this  entire  section) 
The  first  sentence;  walnis  arc  bunted  during  the  summer  months,  not  the  spring. 
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pg.  in-C-18.  (g)  Migrator>'  Birds: 

The  third  sentence  should  read  "in  May",  instead  of  "in  June" 


The  lasl  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph;  families  who  are  not  invotved  with  spring  whaling  may  go  oul 
geese  hunting  even  if  whaling  is  still  going  on,  or  even  successful  crews  may  be  gccsc  hunting  white 
others  are  still  whaling.  


The  second  paragraph,  first  sentence  describes  the  location  of  the  shooting  station,  "...Beaufort  Sea  from 
Elson  Laguon."  Replace  Beaufort  Sea  to  Chukchi  Sea,  to  read  "...Chukchi  Sea  from  Elson  Lagoon.". 


Atqasuk 

pg.  III-C-19.  (2)  Atqasuk: 


Alqasuk  is  not  the  only  inland  community  close  lo  the  planning  area.    Nuiqsul  is  also  considered  an 
inland  comnnmity. 


The  following  sentence,  "'Areas  exclusive  to  the  community  and  heavily  used  by  local  sub.'iistence 
hunters  arc:  the  middle  and  upper  Meade  and  Avalik  rivers,  the  uj>pcr  Okpiksak,  the  lopagnruk,  and  the 
Nigisakiuvuk  rivers.",  should  )nclude  tlie  entire  Meade  River  as  being  is  heavily  used  by  Atqasuk 
hunters.  


Table  IIl.C.3-1.  the  title  is  incorrect,  it  should  read  "Atqa.suk"  instead  of  "Kaktovik". 


Figure  III. C. 3-6  shows  subsistence  areas  used  for  Atqasuk.  this  information  was  collected  nearly  20 
years  ago.  


pg.C-nM9.  (a)  Caribou: 

Caribou  hunting  takes  place  every  month  of  the  year.  Tt  should  be  noted  that  187  is  only  the  "reported" 

total  harvested. 


flic  last  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  under  (a)  caribou,  the  reference  (Opie,  Brovs^er,  and  Bales,  In 
prep.),  should  be  (Opic,  Browcr,  and  Bates,  1997).  


The  second  paragraph  under  (a)  caribou,  "caribou  camps'",  should  be  replaced  with  "hunting  camps"  or 
"campsites".  


pg.C-UI-19.  (b)Fish: 

Summer  gillnetting  begins  in  June.  Narvaqpak  is  a  popular  fishing  area.   Fall  and  early  winter  is  known 

as  the  best  time  far  fishing.  "  


The  second  paragraph  under  (b)  fish,  first  sentence,  "Humpback  whitefish  and  least  eisco  accounted  for 
96%  of  the  summer  catch  in  19X3  (the  only  year  of  harvest  data).  "What  about  the  har\'est  data  from 
North  Slope  Borough  1994-95  subsistence  harvest  study  for  Atqasuk  (Opic,  Browcr,  and  Bates,  1 997)? 


pg.  C-in-I9.  (e)  Migratoiy  Bird.<?: 

White-fronted  gee.se  are  the  most  conmiun  goose  harvested  by  Atqasuk  hunters. 


Plannigan  are  also  heavily  hunted  during  the  fall  in  addition  to  the  spring  months.    Moose  are  rare  near 
Atqasuk,  but  arc  known  to  be  harvested. 
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Nuiqsut 

pg.  III-C-23.  (3)  Nuiqsut:  

Second  sentence  remove  beluga  whales  and  walrus  as  being  described  as  important  subsistence  resources 
used  by  Nuiqsut.  This  was  requested  by  Nuiqsut  residents.  What  is  the  difference  between  coastal  and 
marine  birds?  


Fifth  sentence  should  read  "Nuiqsut"  in.stead  of  "Atqasuk". 


Tabic  ni.C.3-iO.  this  table  is  based  on  old  data  (1979).    It  was  pointed  out  from  Nuiqsut  residents  that 
much  of  the  subsistence  section  was  based  on  old  data,  and  that  over  time,  change  is  likely  lo  happen,, 


Table  TII.C.3  -  i ,  same  comment  as  mentioned  in  the  Barrow  and  Atqasuk  comments. 

Figure  ITI.C-3. 1  ! ,  again  is  based  on  old  data,  and  the  subsistence  cycles  have  most  likely  changed. 


pg.  III-C-24.  (a)  Bowhcad:  

The  year  1993  is  referenced  as  being  a  year  of  an  unsuccessful  bowhcad  whale  har\'est  for  Nuiqsut. 
Then  the  following  sentence  describes  tlie  "1993"  ADF&G  subsistence  sun'ey  indicating  that  bowhcad 
whales  were  harvested  by  Nuiqsut  residents  (sec  Table  rn.C.3-9). 


pg.  III-C-24.  (b)  Beluga  Whales:                                                                                                                     ~ — 
Nuiqsut  residents  indicated  that  beluga  whales  arc  eiuI  significant  to  the  subsistence  cycle  of  Nuiqsut 
residents.    Figure  111.0.3-11,  is  based  on  old  data  (1979).    Unfortunately,  the  table  combined  bowhead 
and  beluga  in  one  category.  


pg.  lII-C-24.  (c)  Seals: 

The  references  stated  in  this  section  are  from  1979.    This  is  another  indicator  that  there  i.s  a  need  for 
current  infomiation  lo  be  documented  in  regards  to  subsistence  activities.  


pg.  lII-C-24.  (d)  Walruses:  (should  be  "walrus") 

Some  Nuiqsut  residents  indicated  thai  walrus  arc  not  significant  subsistence  resource.  Il  is  inadequate  to 
say  that  "walrus  hunting  occurs  along  tlic  entire  Beaufort  Sea  coast  from  Cape  Ilalkctl  lo  Anderson 
Point.",   If  walnis  were  ever  to  be  harvested  by  Nuiqsut  hunters,  il  would  be  an  incidental  harvest.     _____ 


pg.  III-C-24.  (c)  Polar  Bear: 

The  point  Thomas  Napageak  was  making  is  that  in  previous  EIS's  the  importance  of  polar  bears  was 
incorrect.  Recommend  stating  that  polar  bears  are  not  significant  subsistence  resource  for  the 
community  of  Nuiqsut.  Again,  if  ever  harvested  it  would  be  an  incidental  harvest. 


pg.  III-C-24.  (0  Caribou: 

In  regards  to  the  peak  harvest  occurring  in  April  through  June  and  September  and  October  is  based  on 

Figure  III.C.3-1 1,  again  based  on  old  data,  1979. 


pg.  III-C-25.  (0  Caribou: 

The  section  describing  tlie  tola!  subsistence  harvest  in  edible  pounds  for  caribou  (Browcr  and  Opie, 
1997),  needs  to  be  elianged  to  58%  (Attachment  1).  A  memorandum  explaining  an  error  in  the 
calculations  in  determining  the  percentage  ofcdible  material  is  included  as  Attacbment  I.  _^__ 

■|  he  last  paragraph  in  the  caribou  section,  the  correct  percentage  for  caribou  and  moose  should  be  63%, 
instead  of  69%  ( Attachment  I). 
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U'R-A  DEIS'lAP  Coinmcnls 


NTR-A  DRIMAP  Comments 


pg.III-C-28.(g)Fi.sh: 

The  setjond  paragraph,  last  sentence,  the  correct  percentage  for  fish  should  be  30%,  instead  of  25% 

(Attachment  1), 


Fifjh  are  eaten  fresh,  frozen,  anJ  dried.   Sahnon  are  harvested  in  low  numbers  and  usually  are  ealen  fresh 

(cooked). 


pg.  in-C-2S-29.  fh)  Marine  and  Coastal  Birds: 

The  heading  "Marine  and  Coastal  Birds",  is  that  (he  appropriate  heading?     What  is  the  diilcrcncc 

between  marine  and  coastalV 


As  reeommended  by  some  Nuiqsut  residents,  oldsquaw  and  pintail  should  be  removed  from  this 
following  scntcnee,  "The  most  important  species  for  Nuiqsut  hunters  are  the  Canada  and  white-fronted 
goose,  brant,  eiders,  and  oldsquaw;  pintail  ducks  and  the  snow  goose  arc  harvested  in  low  numbers."  as 
these  ducks  are  not  considered  as  important  subsistence  resources. 
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pg.  in-C-29.  (h)  Marine  and  Coastal  Birds: 

What  is  the  diffcrcnee  between  "marine"  and  "coastal"  birds? 

The  correct  percentage  for  birds  should  be  5%,  instead  of  4%  (Attachment  1). 

Waterfowl  hunting  mostly  occurs  during  the  spring,  beginning  in  "May"  iitstead  of  "June". 


088 
089 

1  090 


The  harvest  of  Brant  docs  not  occur  in  August  and  early  September.    As  requested  by  some  Nuiqsut 
residents,  remove  the  last  sentence. 


pg,  lII-C-2y.  (i)  Moose:  

The  t1fsi  sentence  indicates  thai  moose  are  har\'ested  from  July  to  October  by  boat  on  the  upper  Colville 
(upriver  from  Nuiqsulj.  Chandler,  and  Itkillik  rivers  (Fig.  HI. 3. II),  Tlie  liming  of  harvest  varies 
depending  on  what  the  current  hunting  regulaiion.i  arc.  Harvest  data  shows  that  moose  have  been 
harvested  during  the  winter  months  by  .snowmacliine  (Brower  and  Opie,  1997). 


The  correct  percentage  for  moose  should  be  5%.  instead  of  21%  (Attachment  1). 


Why  is  muskox  not  mentioned  in  the  Nuiqsut  section?   Muskox  is  a  subsistence  resource  harvested  by 
Nuiqsut  residents. 


Nuiqsut  residents  pointed  out  that  a  few  nvers  are  mislabeled  on  maps  used  tliroughout  the  DEIS.  These 
include  Judy  Creek  and  Ubutuoch  River.  
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095 


Again  wc  thank  you  and  your  Staff  for  the  opponunity  to  comment  on  this  DKIS.  Wc  believe  you  will 
find  from  your  review  of  our  comments  that  wc  have  studied  this  matter  very  carefully  because  of  its 
obvious  impacts  on  our  lifestyle  and  culture.  Wc  also  believe  you  will  see  the  wisdom  of  what  we  have 
offered  in  our  proposed  alternative  for  NPR-A. 


Attachments 

cc:  Tom  AlEeu,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Alaska  Stale  OITice 

Deborali  Williams,  Depaitineiit  oI'lnteTidr.  Alaska  State  Ofilce 

Ciovcmor  Tony  Knowtcs.  Slate  of  Alaska 

Commissiouer  Frank  Rue,  State  of  Alaska,  Ocpartmcnl  of  Fish  &  Game 

Conunis.sioner  John  Shively,  Stale  of  Alaska,  Department  nfMalural  Resource."; 

Marie  t-arnilt.  Chief  AitEiiiiiislralive  Onieer.  NSB 

Charles  D.N.  Brower,  Director.  Wildlife  Management,  NSB 

Karen  Burncll,  IJircclor.  Planning  &  Community  Sen-'ices.  NSB 

Kichard  (ilcnn,  Director,  Energy  Management,  NSB 

Taqulik  Hepa,  Deputy  Director,  Wildlife  Mauagemcnl,  NSU 

Jon  Dunham,  Deputy  Director,  Planning  &  Community  Scr\'itcs,  NSB 

Jana  tiarcharek.  Liaison  Officer,  Inupiat  History,  Language  &  Culture  Commission,  Planning  & 
Community  Services.  NSB 

Craig  George,  Wildlife  Biologist,  Wildlife  Management,  NSB 

Dan  Bevington,  GIS  Analyst,  Planning  &  (Jnmmunity  Services.  NSB 

Harry  Brower,  Jr.,  Subsistence  Resuurce  Speciali.sl,  Wildlife  Management,  NSB 

Becky  Gay,  Government  Affairs  Administrator,  NSB 

Tom  Lohman,  Lnvironmcntal  Resource  Specialist,  Wildlife  Management,  NSB 

Dr.  Todd  O'Hara,  Resicareli  Biologist.  Wildlife  ManagcmL-nl,  NSB 

Dorothy  Hiipson.  Mayor,  City  of  Auak^uvuk  Pass 

Herman  Kignak,  Mayor,  City  nf  Atqasuk 

Jim  Vorderstrasse,  Mayor,  City  of  Bairiiw 

Leonard  Lampe,  Mayor  City  of  Nuiqsul 

Lydia  Agnasagga,  Mayor,  City  of  Wainwriglu 


Sincerely, 


fjenjimm  P.  Nag^k 
Mayor 
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9IORTH  SI.OPE  BOROUGH 

Dapartment   of   Wlldllfs   ManagamanI 

P.O.  Box  W 

BcXTOw.  AkJJka  99723 

Phone:  Csntrai  cmca:  (907>  8S2-36I  i  exi  jao 
or:  (907)  662-0360 
Aicttc  Pe«earch  facility;  (907)  862'0352 
Fax:  (907)  65*0381  Of 
<907}aS2-S9'l« 


MEMORANDUM 


In  order  to  correct  this  unfortunate  situation  5  pages  stiould  be  replaced 
(pages  9,  15,  26,  27,  and  29). 

Enclosed  are  lh«  corrected  5  pages;  please  substitute  these  in  your  copy 
of  the  report.  A  revised  technical  report  is  in  the  process  of  being  published  with 
the  coaected  changes.  The  revised  report  vtfill  be  distributed  as  they  are 
complete.  Thank  you  for  your  understanding. 


ENCLOSURES  (S) 


TO:     WHOM  IT  MAY  CONCERN 

FROM:      Harry  Brower,  Jr.,  Subsistence  Research  Coordinator  'p^P 
Raynita  Hepa,  Deputy  DirectorMe.»JljV\kfl*- 

DATE:      February  5.  1998 

SUBJECT:  CORRECTION  OF  ERROR  IN  THE  TECHNICAL  REPORT 
•NORTH  SLOPE  BOROUGH  SUBSJSTEfi/Ce  HARVEST 
DOCUMENTATION  PROJECT:  DATA  FOR  NUIQSUT,  ALASKA 
FOR  THE  PERIOD  JULY  1, 1994,  TO  JUNE  30,  1995' 

An  error  has  been  called  to  our  attention  in  the  Technical  Report  "Worth 
Slope  Borough  Subsistence  Harvest  Documentation  Project:  Data  lor  Nuiqsut, 
Alaska  for  the  period  July  1,  1994,  to  June  30,  1995',  concerning  the  5  moose 
harvested  and  the  percentages  of  edible  material  that  they  provide.  One  moose 
provides  an  eslimated  500  pounds  of  edibia  material.  During  the  one  year 
period  there  were  5  moose  harvested  as  stated  In  our  report.  This  resulted  in  an 
estimated  2500  pounds  of  edible  moose  material  for  that  year.  Unfortunately  a 
typographical  error  resulted  in  the  2500  pounds  being  reported  as  12,500 
pounds. 

The  use  of  this  incorrect  number  (12,500  instead  of  2,500)  in  our 
calculations  resulted  in  additional  errors  appearing  in  Figure  3.  Since  values  in 
Figure  3  were  used  in  various  parts  of  our  report  text  the  error  caused  further 
problems  in  sections  4.3,  5.2,  5.2.1,  5.2.2,  5.3.  5.6.  and  5.8. 

The  basic  problem  is  that  this  error  has  resulted  in  an  overestimatlon  of 
the  importance  of  moose. 
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Figure  3 


Figure  2  displays  the  percent  of  hirvest  instances  that  rejulted  in  sharing  (giving  away)  by 
Nuiqsul  humeri  during  the  study  period.  Two-hundred  twenty-six  (87%)  of  the  259 
harvest  instances  resulted  in  sharing,  while  33  instances  (13-/.)  did  not  result  in  sharing 
All  forty-tune  households  who  harvested  reported  thai  they  shared  part  of  the  harvest  at 
least  once. 


Percent  of  Harvest  In  Edible  Pounds  by  Category  by  Nulqsut  Hunters 
July  1, 1994,  to  June  30, 1995 


4.3  Harvest  of  all  Species 

Figure  3  displays  the  estimated  percentage  of  edible  pounds  provided  by  the 
various  harvest  items  taken  by  Nuiqsut  hunters  during  the  study  period  (July  I,  1994  to 
June  30,  1995).  The  estimates  of  edible  pounds  derived  from  harvest  items  are  those  used 
in  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  &  Game  Conununicy  Profile  Database  (ADF&G  1995) 
As  can  be  seen  in  Figure  3.  caribou  provided  58%  of  the  edible  pounds,  fish  provided 
30%,  moose  provided  5%.  birds  provided  5%,  marine  mammals  provided  2%  and  plants 
provided  less  than  1%,  Note  that  in  determining  pounds  of  edible  material!  furbearers 
(wolves,  wolverines,  brown  bears,  and  foxes)  were  not  included 

Table  1  presents  all  reponed  harvest  items  taken  during  the  study  period.  Harvest 
Items  arc  the  individual  subsistence  use  resources  listed  in  Appendix  2  (for  example 
caribou,  moose,  and  grayling).  Harvest  items  are  broken  down  by  the  number  taken  by 
month,  total  reported  for  the  71  households  interviewed,  and  an  estimated  community 
total  (83  households)  for  each  harvest  item. 

Rgure  4  displays  the  reported  total  harvest  items  (not  including  fish)  taken  during 
the  study  period.  Geese  unidentified  (457),  caribou  (249),  and  eider  unidentified  (90) 
were  harvested  in  the  highest  numbers.  Polar  bear  (1),  sandhill  crane  (1),  tundra  swan  (I), 
and  all  berries  were  harvested  in  the  fewest  numbers. 

Figure  5  displays  the  reported  total  number  of  fish  harvested.  Fish  were  separated 
out  into  their  own  figure  since  the  number  of  fish  harvested  was  targe  and  they  can  be 
better  represented  in  their  own  figure.  The  four  most  firequcnlly  harvested  fish  were  arctic 
CISCO  (9486),  broad  whitefish  (3120).  least  ciaco  (750),  and  whitefish  unidentified  (475). 
It  IS  important  to  note  that  one  household  reported  that  they  harvested  "sled  loads"  of 
arctic  cisco  and  humpback  whitefish  "every  couple  of  days"  throughout  the  months  of 
October  and  November.  Unfortunately  in  tlus  situation  we  were  not  able  to  determine  the 
numbers  of  fish  harvested  from  the  information  provided  by  the  surveyed  household  so 
therefore  we  did  not  include  these  fish  in  the  reported  figures. 


Muln*  Mainmato 


4.4  Harvest  of  Caribou 

4.4.1  Harvest  of  caribou  by  month 

Figure  6  shows  the  reported  total  number  of  caribou  (249)  harvested  by  month. 
Most  of  the  caribou  were  taken  during  the  months  of  October  (80)  and  July  (63).  The 
fewest  caribou  were  harvested  in  May  (2)  and  December  (4). 


'  Not*  illal  irw  hanwl  gf  plonU  accowM  for  lus  IhM  1  %  of  Uw  odiM 
pounds  bi  1)14  wjbilslvnca  hamaL 


1i 


tO'd    lOO'ON   S0:9T         86, SO    SiHW 


8f68-2:S8-Z06:ai 


•juauisBeuBW    ail  I  PI  ICl 


SO'd    TOO'ON   90:91        86  .  SO   WH 


8t76S-ZS8-i06:ai 


V-232 


5.  DISCUSSION 


The  communily  orNuiqiut  is  located  in  the  Colville  River  Delta,  160  milei  ea>t  of 
Barrow  and  about  20  milei  touch  of  the  Beaufort  Sea.  This  ia  the  home  of  the  Inupiat 
Eskimo*  who  are  known  u  "Kuukpikmiut"  (people  of  the  Colville  River).  The 
Kmikpikmiut  have  a  lifestyle  that  is  heavily  dependent  on  the  subsistence  harvest  of 
terrestrial  mammals,  marine  mammals,  waterfowl,  and  fish.  Twenty-nine  harvest  items 
were  repotted  to  be  taken  by  Nuiqsut  hunters  during  the  study  period  oFJuly  1,  1994,  to 
June  30,  1995. 


3 . 1   Sharing  of  the  Harvest 

One  of  the  most  important  traditions  in  the  Inupiat  culture  ii  the  sharing  of 
subsistence  resources.  Sharing  subsistence  resources  is  a  vital  component  in  the  survival 
of  the  community  as  whole.  Our  results  clearly  show  that  sharing  of  the  harvest  ia 
commonly  practiced  within  the  community  of  Nuiqsut. 

Our  findings  show  that  of  the  82  households  surveyed  (71  actually  interviewed), 
49  reported  that  they  harvested  subsistence  resources  during  the  study  period  and  all  49 
shared  (gave  away)  some  of  their  resource*.  There  was  a  total  of  2S9  harvest  instances 
and  226  (87%)  of  these  instances  resulted  in  sharing  (Figure  2). 


5.2  Terrestrial  Mammals  (Cariboti  and  Moose) 

The  harvest  of  terrestrial  mammals  (caribou  and  moose)  accounted  for  63*A  of  the 
edible  pounds  of  the  subsistence  harvest  by  Nuiqsut  hunters  during  the  study  period 
(Figure  3).  Previous  data  show  that  in  1992  terrestrial  mammals  accounted  for  27% 
(George  and  Fuller,  in  prep.)  and  in  1993  they  accounted  for  33%  (Pedersen,  unpubh'shed 
data).  The  reason  why  our  data  show  a  higher  percentage  for  terrestrial  mammals  is 
probably  due  to  the  unsuccessful  harvest  of  bowhead  whales  during  our  study  period 
(Suydam  St  gl.,  1994). 

3.2. 1   Caribou 

Figure  3  shows  that  caribou  dominated  the  subsistence  harvest  in  edible  pounds 
v^th  58%.  The  reported  number  of  caribou  harvested  during  the  study  period  waa  249. 
Other  data  show  that  in  1985  an  estimate  of  270  caribou  were  harvested  (Pedersen, 
unpublished  data),  in  1992  an  estimate  of  278  caribou  were  taken  (George  and  Fuller,  in 
prep),  and  in  1993  an  estimate  of  485  caribou  were  taken  (Pedersen,  unpublished  data). 
It  Is  important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  total  harvest  of  249  in  the  present  study  is  not  an 
estimate  but  is  the  reported  number  of  caribou  taken. 


The  harvest  of  caribou  occurred  during  all  months  of  the  year  (Figure  6), 
although  the  availability  of  caribou  varies  throughout  the  seasons.  It  is  known  that  hunters 
may  travel  long  distances  by  snowmachine  or  boat  to  harvest  caribou. 

Seventy-three  percent  of  the  harvested  caribou  were  male,  13%  were  females,  and 
14%  were  of  unknown  sex  (Figure  8).  Most  of  the  caribou  were  harvested  during  the 
months  of  July  (63),  August  (32).  and  October  (80)  (Figure  6).  Figure  6  shows  that  the 
harvest  of  caribou  decreased  during  the  month  of  September  (as  compared  to  July  and 
August)  with  only  6  harvested.  Late  August  and  September  are  when  Nuiqsut  hunters 
concentrate  their  hunting  eObrt]  in  an  attempt  to  harvest  bowhead  whales.  The  types  of 
transportation  used  in  the  harvest  of  caribou  during  the  study  period  were  snowmachine, 
boat,  truck,  and  by  foot. 

5.2.2  Moose 

Moose  are  typically  harvested  by  Nuiqsut  hunters  during  the  fall  along  the  upper 
Colville  River  (George  and  Fuller,  in  ptep).  According  to  the  ADF&G,  in  the  eariy  1990s 
3  to  6  moose  were  annually  harvested  by  Nuiqsut  subsistence  hunters  (Carroll,  per^. 
com).  During  this  study  period  (July  1,  1994,  to  June  30,  1995)  a  total  of  five  moose 
were  harvested  (Figure  11).  The  subsistence  harvest  of  moose  accounted  for  5%  of  the 
edible  pounds  (Figure  3).  The  subsistence  harvest  of  moose  occurred  during  the  months 
of  July,  August,  September,  October,  and  January  The  types  of  transportation  used  in  the 
harvest  of  moose  were  boat  and  anowmachine. 


5.3  Fish 

During  the  study  period  the  harvest  offish  accounted  for  30%  of  the  edible  pounds 
in  the  subsistence  harvest  (Figure  3),  In  1992  fish  made  up  an  estimated  34%  of  the  edible 
pounds  of  the  subsistence  harvest  (George  and  Fuller,  in  prep.)  and  in  1993  the  estimated 
percenuge  was  33  (Pedersen,  unpublished  data). 

It  is  important  to  note  that  in  the  present  study  one  household  reported  that  they 
harvested  "sled  loads"  of  arctic  cisco  and  humpback  whitefish  "every  couple  of  days" 
throughout  the  months  of  October  and  November.  Unfortunately  we  were  not  able  to 
determine  the  number  of  fish  harvested  from  the  information  provided  by  the  surveyed 
household,  therefore  we  did  not  include  these  fish  in  the  reported  figures.  This  means  that 
our  data  under  report  the  total  fish  harvest. 

Eleven  types  offish  (total  harvested  14,650)  were  reported  as  being  harvested 
during  the  study  period.  These  consisted  of  arctic  cisco,  broad  whitefish,  least  cisco, 
whitefiih  unidentified,  grayling,  humpback  whitefish,  burbot,  fish  unidentified,  nonhcm 
pike,  humpback  salmon,  and  arctic  char  (Figure  5).  Arctic  cisco  were  harvested  in  the 
greatest  numbers  with  9486  taken  between  the  months  of  September  and  January.  Broad 
whitefish  were  the  second  most  frequently  harvested  fish  with  3 120  taken.  The  majority 
of  the  broad  whitefish  were  taken  during  the  months  of  July  (1535),  October  (855),  and 
November  (500).  The  fish  taken  in  the  fewest  numbers  were  arctic  char  (8)  and  humpback 
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wolverines,  and  5  arctic  foxes  were  estimated  to  have  been  harvested  (George  and  Fuller, 
in  prep.)-  The  types  of  Iroiuportation  used  by  hunters  in  the  present  study  in  the  harvest 
of  furbcareri  were  snowmachine  and  truck. 

5.6  Birds 

Nuiqsut  hunters  actively  harvest  a  variety  of  bird  species  ranging  from  ducki  to  Tli''^  Side  Blank 

geese  to  ptarmigan.  The  harvest  of  birds  accounted  for  S%  of  the  edible  pounds  of  the 
subsistence  harvest  for  Nuiqsut  hunters  during  the  study  period  (July  1,  1994,  to  June  30, 
1995)  (Figure  3).  In  1992  the  harvest  of  birds  accounted  for  an  estimate  of  3'/i  of  the 
edible  pounds  of  the  subsistence  harvest  (George  and  Fuller,  in  prep.)  and  in  1993  birds 
accounted  for  an  estimate  of  2%  (Pedeisen,  unpublished  data). 

The  types  of  birds  harvested  during  the  study  period  consisted  of  eiders,  geese, 
ptarmigans,  sandhill  crane,  and  tundra  swan  (Figure  10).  Geeie  unidentified  were 
harvested  in  the  greatest  number  with  a  reported  total  of  437.  The  harvest  of  geese 
peaked  in  May  with  409  taken.  Harvest  estimates  for  1992  indicate  that  Nuiqsut  hunters 
harvested  at  feast  14  diHerent  species  of  birds  which  included  willow  ptarmigan,  white* 
fronted  geese,  whistling  swan,  spectacled  eider,  snow  goose,  sandhill  crane,  rock 
ptarmigan,  pintail  duck,  oldsquaw,  king  cider,  greater  scaup,  common  eider,  Canada 
geese,  and  black  brant  (George  and  Fuller,  in  prep).  The  types  of  transportation  used  in 
the  harvest  of  birds  in  the  present  study  were  snowmacliine,  truck,  and  by  foot. 

5.7  Plants 

During  the  study  period  the  harvest  of  plants  accounted  for  less  than  1%  of  the 
edible  pounds  in  the  subsistence  harvest  (Figure  3).  In  1992  plants  also  made  up  less  than 
1%  of  the  edible  pounds  of  the  subsistence  harvest  (George  and  Fuller,  in  prep.).  The 
types  of  plants  harvested  during  our  study  included  salmonberries,  blueberries, 
blackberries,  and  cranberries.  In  1992  the  types  of  plants  harvested  were  salmonberries, 
blueberries,  and  cranberries  (George  and  Fuller,  in  prep). 

5.8  Conclusion 

Eighty-two  (71  actually  interviewed)  of  the  83  households  in  Nuiqsut  were 
surveyed  regarding  the  number  of  subsistence  harvest  items  that  were  harvested  during  the 
study  period  of  July  1,  1994,  to  June  30,  1992.  Detailed  harvest  information  was 
collected  for  all  subsistence  use  species  taken  by  residents  of  Nuiqsut  (see  Appendix  2  for 
master  species  list  pertaining  to  NSB).  Our  findings  show  that  29  harvest  items  were 
reported  as  being  harvested  by  Nuiqsut  hunters.  The  key  harvest  items  were  caribou  and 
moose  for  terrestrial  mammals,  arctic  cisco  and  broad  whileiish  for  fish,  geese  unidentified 
and  eider  unidentified  for  birds,  wolf  for  furbearers,  and  salmonberries  for  vegetation. 

During  this  study  period  the  most  important  harvest  item  was  caribou,  which 
accounted  for  58%  of  the  edible  pounds  of  the  subsistence  harvest  (Figure  3).     The 
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1669-001 

The  ANCSA  land  conveyances  are  not  discretionary  on  BLM's  part  and  are  not  subject  to  this  lAP/EIS. 
However,  the  BLM  and  Kuukpik,  Nuiqsut's  ANCSA  corporation,  are  in  consultation  to  expedite  final 
selection  and  conveyance  of  the  village  corporation's  entitlement.  Please  see  Response  1669-012. 

1669-002 

Please  refer  to  Section  II.G.  Lands  in  the  planning  area  are  identified  desirable  for  retention.  Future  land 
exchange  proposals  must  be  submitted,  analyzed,  and  shown  to  be  in  the  public  interest. 

1669-003 

Please  see  Response  AT02-00 1 , 

1669-004 

The  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  final  lAP/ElS  includes  important  elements  of  the  North  Slope  Alternative. 
The  BLM  is  committed  to  consultation  with  the  Borough,  others  with  regulatory  or  resource  expertise,  or 
those  whose  lives  may  be  affected  by  actions  in  the  planning  area.  See  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  61 
describing  the  consultation  program  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62  describing  consultation  areas. 

The  BLM  is  unable  to  adopt  all  aspects  of  the  Borough's  consultation  and  consensus  proposal.  First,  while 
Federal  plans  are  required  to  consider  State  and  local  plans  and  minimize  inconsistency,  actions  are  directed 
by  Federal  laws  and  policies.  The  appeal  process  the  Borough  suggests  would  improperiy  elevate  the 
coastal  management  plan  above  Federal  authority.  Second,  appointment  of  a  hearing  officer  whose  decision 
is  to  be  appealed  through  the  Federal  courts  ignores  the  internal  appeals  process — specifically  the  Interior 
Board  of  Land  Appeals.   In  addition,  the  hearing  officer  would  add  to  the  administrative  bureaucracy. 

1669-005 

(a)  Traditional  Land  Use  Sites:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  64. 
Long-term  Camps  and  Cabins:  This  comment  is  partly  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulations  23,  26,  47  and  62.  The  BLM  has  determined  that  a  1-mi  permanent  surface  facility 
restriction  around  the.se  sites  (except  roads  and  pipelines  are  allowed  up  to  'A  mi)  is  a  reasonable 
compromise.  This  restriction  recognizes  the  camp/cabin  user's  desire  for  privacy  and  unhindered  use 
of  the  site  and  does  not  unduly  restrict  approved  surface  occupancy  by  others  and  access  to  subsistence 
resources.  The  1  -mi  limitation  also  reduces  the  potential  for  de  facto  exclusion  of  other  surface  uses  in 
areas  highly  concentrated  with  camps  and  cabins,  e.g.,  around  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  adjacent  to  Fish 
Creek.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  23  and  26  prohibit  seismic  activities,  overland  moves,  and 
exploratory  activities  within  1 ,200  ft  of  camps  and  cabins.  The  BLM  believes  this  is  a  reasonable 
compromi.se  because  camps  and  cabins  are  less  hkely  to  be  occupied  during  the  winter  months  and  the 
disturbance  of  subsistence  use  will  be  minimized.  Stipulation  62  provides  for  a  2-mi  consultation  zone 
around  camps  and  cabins. 

(b)  Negliq  Channel  (Colvillc  River):   Permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  are  prohibited  within  1  mi  of  the 
Colville  River  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39g.  The  NSB's  request  for  a  3-mi  setback  was  not 
considered  because  lands  west  of  the  Negliq  Channel  arc  owned  primarily  by  the  Kuukpik 
Corporation. 

Fish  Creek:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  39  and  62.  Stipulation 
39  prohibits  surface  facilities  within  3  mi  of  the  Fish  Creek  high-use  area  and  within  V2  mi  of  the  Fish 
Creek  moderate-use  area.  The  BLM  does  not  believe  that  the  NSB's  recommended  2-mi  setback  on 
the  moderate-use  areas  of  Fish  Creek  is  reasonable.  Stipulation  62,  v/hich  creates  a  2-mi  consultation 
zone  adjacent  to  high-  and  moderate-use  sections  of  Fish  Creek,  will  give  local  users  an  opportunity  to 
raise  and  resolve  site-specific  surface  occupancy  issues  within  the  consultation  zone. 
Judy  and  Kealok  Creeks:  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  39  addresses  comments  specific  to  Judy 
Creek.  Portions  of  lower  Kealok  Creek  identified  in  Response  1669-020  as  important  for  subsistence 
use  are  within  the  area  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  in  which  no  surface  occupancy  for  oil  and  gas  activities 


would  be  allowed  under  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
(c)     Teshekpuk  Lake:  These  comments  are  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39. 
IVIiguakiak  River:    These  comments  are  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62. 
Naluakruk  Lake:  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing,  exploraUon,  and  construction  of  any 
facihfies  within  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA,  including  the  area  around  Naluakruk  Lake. 

1669-006 

The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing,  explorarion,  and  the  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  within 
the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  Comments  regarding  "waste"  are  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations 

2  and  3. 

1669-007 

Comments  are  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  29  {caribou  study),  3 1  (caribou  corridor),  49 
(ground  transportation),  and  52  through  57  (aircraft  restrictions). 

1669-008 

Please  see  Response  1660-005.  In  addition,  this  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation 
39  (which  requires  a  '/2-mi  no-surface-facility  zone  around  Teshekpuk  Lake)  and  by  Preferred  Alternative 
Stipulations  20  and  4 1 .  Water  withdrawal  during  the  winter  months  from  rivers  and  streams,  including  the 
Ikpikpuk,  is  prohibited.  Withdrawl  from  fish-bearing  lakes  is  prohibited,  unless  the  lake  is  >7-ft  deep. 
Under  these  circumstances,  withdrawal  is  limited  to  15  percent  of  the  estimated  free- water  volume 
(excluding  the  ice). 

1669-009 

The  Borough's  comments  were  considered  in  formulating  the  Preferred  Alternative.   No  permanent  surface 
facilities,  except  necessary  roughly  perpendicular  transportation  crossings,  would  be  allowed  within  3  mi  of 
Fish  Creek  below  Sec.  3 1 ,  T.  1 1  N.,  R.  1  E.,  UM.  Above  that  point,  no  permanent  surface  facilities,  except 
necessary  roughly  perpendicular  transportation  crossings,  would  be  allowed  within  V2  mile  of  Fish  Creek.  In 
addition,  lessees  would  be  specifically  required  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62  to  engage  in  a 
consultation  process  with  affected  communities  before  explorafion  or  development  actions  are  taken  within 

3  mi  of  the  creek  below  Sec.  31,  T.  11  N.,  R.  I  E.,  UM  and  within  2  mi  of  the  creek  above  that  point. 

1669-010 

The  Preferred  Alternative  will  forbid  permanent  surface  facilities  in  these  caribou  comdors. 

1669-011 

Native  allotment  conveyances  are  not  discrefionary  on  BLM's  part  and  are  not  subject  to  this  lAP/EIS. 
However,  the  BLM  has  focused  special  emphasis  on  Native  allotments  in  the  planning  area.  In  summer 
1997,  the  BLM  located  the  "poinls-of-beginning"  for  all  allotments  in  the  planning  area.  This  summer,  the 
agency  is  surveying  the  allotments.  The  BLM  normally  completes  conveyance  of  Native  allotments  about 
1 8  months  after  the  allotments  are  surveyed. 

1669-012 

Lands  currently  selected  by  Kuukpik  near  its  village  would  not  be  offered  for  lease  sale  under  any  of  the 
alternatives.  Figures  II.C.I-1  to  II.C.1-5  indicate  Kuukpik's  land  selections.  Under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  the  BLM  would  defer  from  leasing  (in  its  first  lease  sale)  those  additional  lands  Kuukpik 
idenfifies  for  selection. 

1669-013 

Please  see  Response  1669-002. 

1669-014 

Please  see  Response  AT02-0()1. 
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1669-015 

The  Preferred  Alternative  calls  for  a  Colville  River  Management  Plan  for  the  Special  Area.  The  plan  would 
address  subsistence,  wildlife,  recreation,  paleontological,  and  other  issues  related  to  She  Special  Area.  The 
plan  would  be  drafted  in  cooperation  with  adjacent  landowners  and  other  affected  parties. 

1669-016 

Please  see  Respon.se  1951-006. 

1669-017 

Federal  law  requires  that  the  State,  in  allocating  its  50-percent  share  of  sales,  rentals,  and  bonus  royalties 
from  any  leasing  in  the  NPR-A,  give  "priority  to  use  by  subdivisions  of  the  State  most  directly  or  severely 
impacted  by  development  of  oil  and  gas"  in  the  Reser\'e  (P.L.  96-514).  Under  the  law  (AS  37.05.530), 
funds  the  State  receives  from  leasing  on  the  NPR-A  are  placed  in  the  NPR-A  Special  Revenue  Fund.  These 
impact  funds  are  distributed  to  communities  through  a  grant  program  (19  AAC  50)  administered  by  the 
Department  of  Community  and  Regional  Affairs.   If  a  community  feels  that  the  State  has  violated  the 
Federal  law,  its  remedy  is  to  bring  suit  against  the  State  in  the  courts. 

1669-018 

Federal  law  does  not  allow  BLM  to  dictate  how  lessees  market  or  otherwise  dispose  of  leased  oil  and  gas, 
even  for  a  worthy  goal  of  supplying  local  community  needs. 

1669-019 

a.  Long-term  cabins  and  campsites:  Please  see  Response  1669-005.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation 
62  also  provides  for  a  2-mi  consultation  zone  around  all  long-term  cabins  and  campsites. 

b.  Caribou  insect  relief  liabitat:  Stipulation  26  (Alternatives  A-E  )  has  been  deleted  from  the  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulations,  given  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing,  exploration,  production, 
and  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  The  2-mi  insect-relief  corridor 
is  encompassed  within  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  Without  exploration  and  development,  there  is  no 
need  for  consultation. 

c.  Colville  River  (south  of  Nuiqsut):  Given  the  significance  of  the  diverse  surface  resources,  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat,  and  subsistence  uses  within  the  Colville  River  corridor,  BLM  has  identified  a  1-mi 
surface  occupancy  setback  along  the  western  bank/bluff  of  the  river  as  described  in  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  39.  Pipeline  crossings  of  the  Colville  River  will  be  considered  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis. 

d.  Colville  River  Raptor,  Passerine  and  Moose  LUEA:  Please  see  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation 
62,  which  creates  a  2-mi  consultation  zone  along  the  Colville  River  in  the  LUEA. 

e.  Colville  River  (Neqiig  Channel):  The  NSB's  request  for  a  3-mi  no-surface-facilities  zone  along  the 
Neqlig  Channel  has  been  rejected  because  this  land  is  owned  by  the  Kuukpik  Corporation  on  the 
western  bank  and  the  State  of  Alaska  on  the  eastern  bank. 

f.  Cultural  sites:   In  addition  to  protection  under  Federal  and  State  law,  cultural  sites  will  be  protected  as 
provided  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  64  and  75  and  39  and  41.  The  stipulations  provide 
limitations  on  surface  occupancy  and  disturbance  adjacent  to  waterbodies.  Consultation  with  impacted 
communities  by  industry  before  exploration  or  development  and  production  plans  are  submitted  is 
required  in  Preferred  Alternadve  Stipulation  61 . 

1669-020 

a.  Fish  Creek  (moderate  subsistence  use  area):   Please  see  Response  1669-005(b). 

b.  Fish  Creek  (high  subsistence  use  area):   Please  see  Response  1669-005(b). 

c.  Goose  molting  lakes  (high  use):  The  Preferred  Alternative  provides  that  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  is 
unavailable  for  leasing  for  the  life  of  the  current  land  management  plan  and  prohibits  construction  of 
oil  and  gas  facilities  in  the  area.  Consequently,  Stipulation  25  (Alternatives  A-E)  regarding  goose- 
molting  setbacks  has  been  deleted. 

d.  Goose  molting  lakes  (moderate  use):   Please  see  1669-020c  above. 


e.  Paleontological  resources:   Concerns  by  local  communities  regarding  paleontological  resources 
should  be  identified  during  the  consultation  process  provided  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  6 1 . 
The  BLM  has  sought  to  minimize  disturbance  to  paleontological  resources  by  requiring  an  advance 
inventory  and  cessation  of  work  upon  discovery;  this  is  provided  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation 
75. 

f.  Ikpikpuk  River:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39a, 

g.  Ikpikpuk  River  (paleontological  resources):   Please  see  1669-020e  and  f  above, 
h.       Judy  Creek:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62f. 

i.&j.  Kealok  Creek:  Approximately  the  lowest  7  mi  of  Kealok  Creek  is  within  the  area  south  of 

Teshekpuk  Lake  in  which  no  surface  occupancy  for  oil  and  gas  activities  would  be  allowed  under 
the  Preferred  Alternative, 
k.       Kikiakrorak  River:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62h. 
1.        Kogosukruk  River:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Prefeired  Alternative  Stipulation  62g. 
m.      Miguakiak  River:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62c, 
n.       Naluakruak  Lake:  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  area  encompassing  Naluakruak  L^ke  will  be 

unavailable  for  leasing.  No  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  will  be  allowed. 
0.       Pik  Dunes:  The  comments  are  partly  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  45.  The  BLM 

supports  construction  of  essential  transportation  crossings  in  this  area.  The  Preferred  Alternative  also 

provides  that  the  Pik  Dunes  should  be  added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 
p.       Steller's  and  spectacled  eiders:  Eiders  will  be  protected  (along  with  other  threatened  and  endangered 

species)  by  Federal  law  as  administered  by  the  FWS. 
q.       Teshekpuk  Lake  basin:  This  comment  is  partly  addressed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  prohibition  on 

leasing  for  most  of  Teshekpuk  L^ke.  Western  and  southern  portions  of  the  lake  are  available  for 

leasing,  but  construction  of  all  permanent  surface  facilities  is  prohibited.  Also,  please  see  Preferred 

Alternative  Stipulation  39. 
r.       Teshekpuk  Lake  calving  area:  In  those  calving  areas  that  are  available  for  leasing  under  the 

Preferred  Alternative,  no  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  are  allowed.  Caribou  calving  populations  are 

protected  by  restrictions  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  49,  50,  52,  53,  54,  and  55. 
s.       Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou  movement  corridors:  Please  see  1 669-020r  above.  The  comment  is 

addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  32,  33,  34,  35,  36,  and  37. 
t.        Teshekpuk  Lake  coastal  setback:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39. 
u.       Furbearer  trapping  areas:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  59,  60, 

61,  and  62. 
V.       Unspecified  fish-bearing  waterbodies:  This  comment  is  addressed  in  Prefened  Alternative 

Stipulation  41. 

1669-021 

We  considered  preparing  a  map  showing  past  seismic  operations.  Any  such  map,  however,  is  fraught  with 
problems.  To  show  only  Navy  and  Husky  activity  would  not  be  representative  and  would  ignore  the  seismic 
surveys  conducted  over  the  last  1 6  years.  During  the  latter  years,  seismic  operations  have  been  conducted  by 
private  contractors,  and  their  information  is  proprietary. 

General  descriptions  of  the  areas  covered  by  seismic  surveys,  however,  can  be  given.  As  the  commenter 
notes,  seismic  surveys  "cover  the  area."  The  greatest  intensity  of  seismic  studies  has  been  in  the  more 
accessible  part  of  the  NPR-A  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  Industry's  seismic  surveying  conducted  since  the  early 
1980s  has  concentrated  on  the  eastern  part  of  the  Reserve  closer  to  existing  infrastructure.   In  the  last  10 
years,  surveys  generally  have  followed  a  swatch  between  Nuiqsut  and  Barrow,  roughly  paralleling  the 
Barrow  Arch. 

1669-022 

The  importance  of  Alpine-like  rock  structures  in  the  planning  area  is  discussed  in  the  Summary. 
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1669-023 

Please  see  revisions  made  to  Section  III.A.l.f(l)(b). 

1669-024 

Please  see  revisions  made  to  Section  lU.A.  I  .f(l)(d). 

1669-025 

The  former  Umiat  Air  Force  Station  site  (Umiat)  is  addressed  in  Section  III. A.  I  .g  along  with  other 
hazardous-  and  solid-waste  sites  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  Site  investigation  and  cleanup 
activities  at  Umiat  are  coordinated  by  the  U.S.  Army  COE  under  the  Former  Used  Defense  Site  program. 
Detailed  site  descriptions,  proposed  work,  and  cleanup  activities  can  be  obtained  through  the  Alaska  District 
of  the  COE.  All  PCB-contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  on  the  main  gravel  pad  are  scheduled  to  be 
removed  in  1998,  and  the  COE  will  start  investigating  the  1 1  Navy  exploration  wells  onsite.  Cleanup 
options  are  scheduled  in  late  1998  to  be  identified  for  the  main  gravel  pad,  airstrip,  and  landfill.  The  COE 
also  intends  to  solicit  comments  from  the  public  at  this  time.  Cleanup  design  and  implementation  of  the  1 1 
Navy  exploration  wells  is  expected  in  1999. 

1669-026 

Magoon  and  Claypool  (1988)  place  these  seeps  along  the  river,  not  in  the  river.  The  cited  EIS  states  that 
seeps  are  in  the  Colville  River  drainage.  The  Umiat  oil  seep  is  mentioned  in  Section  III.A.2.b(5). 

1669-027 

The  BLM  believes  that  there  might  be  instances  of  a  distinct  change  in  the  atmospheric  coloration  in  a  local 
area.   Localized  concentrations  of  arctic  haze  can  cause  this  change.  There  is  no  indication  that  heavy 
motor-vehicle  traffic,  sunshine,  high  temperatures  (factors  needed  for  the  formation  of  smog)  are  available  in 
the  Arctic. 


considered  in  future  Federal  actions. 

1669-037 

The  statement  appearing  near  the  end  of  Section  II1.C.2  has  been  misinterpreted.  The  statement  is  intended 
to  point  out  the  value  of  both  the  North  Slope  Borough's  Traditional  Land  Use  Inventory  and  the  cultural 
memory  of  the  North  Slope's  Inupiat  residents.  Section  I11.C.2  has  been  modified. 

1669-038 

The  cultural  history  of  the  NPR-A  covers  the  review  of  traditional  use.  Land  ownership  of  the  village  of 
Nuiqsut  is  outlined  in  this  section  and  assumes  its  claims  from  ANCSA. 

This  information  is  in  Appendix  I. 

1669-039 

The  label  was  not  ineant  to  indicate  appropriate  or  inappropriate  use  of  the  land,  only  that  the  BLM  has  not 
issued  authorizations.  The  revised  title  of  Section  III.C.5.a(2)(c)  is  "Structures." 

1669-040 

The  next  to  the  last  sentence  in  the  first  paragraph  of  Section  IlI,C.5.b(l)  in  the  Draft  LAP/EIS  has  been 
deleted. 

The  Coastal  Zone  Management  Act,  16  U.S.C.  §  1451-62,  mandates  a  consistency  determination  from  the 
State  of  Alaska  for  Federal  activities  "directly  affecting  the  coastal  zones."  The  NPR-A  is  not  included  in 
the  coastal  zone,  16  U.S.C.  §  1453(1),  but  activities  taking  place  there  may  "directly  affect"  it.  It  is  BLM's 
responsibility  to  conduct  or  support  those  activities  in  a  manner  that  is,  to  the  maximum  extent  practical, 
consistent  with  approved  State  management  programs. 


1669-028 

The  text  has  been  updated. 

1669-029 

The  text  has  been  revised  in  Section  lU.C.  1. 

1669-030 

Please  refer  to  Section  IIl.C.  I . 

1669-031 

Pleaserefer  to  Section  lll.C. I.  Please  also  see  Response  1669-030. 

1669-032 

Please  refer  to  Section  III.C.  1  .a.  The  change  refiects  this  comment. 


1669-041 

While  we  acknowledge  the  existence  of  the  local  land  use  plans,  these  local  plans  cannot  control  activities  on 
Federal  lands.  Rezoning  would  not  be  required  before  a  Federal  lessee  or  permittee  could  proceed  with 
activities  in  the  NPR-A  that  have  been  authonzed  by  BLM.  Oil  companies  may  choose  (but  are  not   ■ 
required)  to  comply  with  the  NSB's  comprehensive  plan  in  the  NPR-A. 

1669-042 

The  introduction  to  Section  11I.C.6  (Recreation  and  Visual)  states  that  local  use  of  recreation  resources  in  the 
planning  area  is  not  addressed  in  that  section  because  local  use  of  those  resources  is  deeply  entrenched  in  a 
predominantly  subsistence  lifestyle.  The  introduction  should  have  stated  that  hunting  and  fishing  activities 
of  local  residents  are  not  included  in  the  discussion  of  recreation  because  those  activities  are  so  ingrained  in 
the  subsistence  lifestyle  that  they  are  more  appropriately  covered  in  the  subsistence  section.  However,  local 
participation  in  the  listed  activities  (e.g.,  winter  activities)  was  considered.  Changes  in  (he  text  clarify  this 
point. 


1669-033 

Please  see  the  changes  in  Section  III.C.  1  .a. 

1669-034 

Please  refer  to  Section  lll.C.4.a. 


1669-043 

The  BLM  believes  that  North  Slope  residents,  particularly  the  community  of  Nuiqsut,  which  uses  the  lands, 
waters,  and  animal  resources  associated  with  the  NPR-A,  would  face  disproportionate  risks  from  NPR-A 
development.  Direct  adverse  cultural  and  economic  effects  on  U.S.  residents  outside  of  the  North  Slope 
would  be  limited.  Please  refer  to  Section  rV.A.5.a. 


1669-035 

Please  see  the  changes  in  Section  III.C. 4. a. 

1669-036 

Section  IV.A.6.b  has  been  revised.  Sacred  sites  identified  too  late  to  be  considered  in  this  lAP/ElS  will  be 


1669-044 

Table  III.C. 3-1  has  been  revised. 

1669-045 

Table  lll.C. 3-4  has  been  revised. 
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1669-046 

Table  III.C.3-3  does  not  include  Atqasuk  because  information  on  community  participation  was  not  available. 
Barrow  and  Nuiqsut,  the  two  communities  represented  in  the  table,  are  referenced  in  Section  Ill.CJ.b. 

1669-047 

Please  see  the  footnote  for  Table  111. C. 3-4.  Revision  relating  to  Nuiqsut  data  1994-1995  for  small  land 
mammals  Indicates:  "Not  harvested  for  food." 

1669-048 

The  new  title  for  Table  III. C. 3-4  is  "Edible  Pounds'  Percentages  of  Specific  Subsistence  Resources."  Please 
see  revised  Section  ILl.C.3.b.. 

1669-049 

Section  lII.C.3.b  has  been  revised.  Changes  more  accurately  reflect  Nuiqsut's  bowhead  whaling  practices. 

1669-050 

Section  Ill.C.4.b(l)(a)  has  been  revised. 

1669-051 

The  description  (Sec.  III.C.4.b(l){c))  of  the  Barrow  subsistence-use  area  for  caribou  has  been  changed. 
Using  S.R.  Braund  and  Associates  and  UAA,  ISER  (1993),  the  description  more  accurately  reflects  current 
subsistence  caribou  harvests.  The  newly  described  area  is  a  boundary  that  circumscribes  reported  harvest 
points/sites,  and  it  does  not  represent  a  reported  harvest  area. 

1669-052 

Section  lll.C.4.b(l)(d)  has  been  revised. 

1669-053 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.4.b(l)(d). 

1669-054 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  Ill.C.4.b(l)(e). 

1669-055 

Please  see  the  changes  in  Section  llI.C.4.b(l)(e). 

1669-056 

Please  see  the  changes  in  Section  lIl.C.4.b(l)(f). 

1669-057 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lIl.C.4.b(l)(g). 

1669-058 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.4.b(  1  )(g). 

1669-059 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lII.C.4.b(l)(g). 

1669-060 

Please  see  the  changes  in  Section  lIl.C.4.b(2). 

1669-061 

Please  see  the  changes  in  Section  ni.C.4.b(2). 


1669-062 

Table  llI.C.3-1  has  been  revised. 

1669-063 

Figure  III.C.3-6  includes  the  "lifetime"  subsistence-harvest  areas  used  by  Atqasuk  for  hunting  major 
subsistence  species.  The  only  data  of  this  type  that  we  are  aware  of  were  collected  by  Pedersen  ( 1 979). 
Newer  harvest  area  data  are  in  Figure  III, C. 3-19  (Opie,  Brewer,  and  Bates,  1997).  These  data  represent  only 
one  harvest  season. 

1669-064 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  llI.C.4.b(2)(a). 

1669-065 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.4.b(2)(a). 

1669-066 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  Ill.C.4.b(2)(a). 

1669-067 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  IIl.C.4.b(2)(b). 

1669-068 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.4.b(2)(b);  "the  only  year  of  harvest  data"  has  been  deleted. 

1669-069 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  Ill.C.4.b(2)(c). 

1669-070 

Please  see  the  change  in  Sec.  ni.C.4.b(2)(c). 

1669-071 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  Ill,C.4.b(3).  Coastal  and  marine  birds  basically  are  the  terms  used  to 
distinguish  between  shorebirds  and  seabirds.  The  text  has  been  changed  to  "waterfowl  and  ptarmigan,"  as 
geese,  ducks,  and  ptarmigan  are  the  preferred  birds  for  subsistence. 

1669-072 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.4.b(3). 

1669-073 

Table  111.0.3- 10  is  based  on  the  latest  data  available  (Opie,  Brower,  and  Bates,  1997).  We  suspect  the 
commenter  means  Figure  lII.C.3-10  and  acknowledge  that  this  figure  is  based  on  old  (1979)  data.  The  old 
data  includes  the  extent  of  "lifetime"  subsistence-use  areas  up  to  1979.  Figure  111. C. 3-1  represents  the  extent 
of  subsistence  use  areas  as  described  by  Pedersen  for  the  period  1973-1986  (Pedersen,  In  prep.).  Figure 
III.C.3-15  describes  harvest  sites  for  the  1995-1995  harvest  season  (Brower  and  Opie,  1996).  Figure  II1.C.3- 
10  will  be  updated  to  reflect  use  area  data  from  Pedersen's  1973-1986  mapping  effort. 

1669-074 

Table  III. C. 3-1  has  been  revised. 

1669-075 

Figure  lII.C.3-1 1  has  been  revised  in  response  to  comments  1669-071  and  079,  NQ02-004  and  NQ04-00I . 
Seasonal  harvest  periods  were  updated  from  Impact  Assessment,  hic.'s  (1990)  report  Subsistence  Resource 
Haivest  Patterns:  Nuiqsut.  We  are  unaware  of  any  more  recent  descriptions  of  Nuiqsut's  annual  subsistence 
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cycle. 

1669-076 

Please  see  Ihe  change  in  Section  llI.C.4.b(3)C  a).  In  1993,  Nuiqsut  had  a  successful  whaling  season. 

1669-077 

Please  see  Response  1669-075.  Nuiqsut  residents'  statements  (Sec.  IlI.C.4.b{2)(b))  are  about  beluga  whales. 
Beluga  whales  have  been  deleted  from  Figure  III.C.3- 1 1 . 

1669-078 

Please  sec  Section  lIl.C.4.b(3)(c)  for  recent  "sealing"  information.  This  information  has  been  substituted  for 
the  1979  references. 

1669-079 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lll.C.4.b(3)(d). 

1669-080 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  IIl.C.4.b(3)(e). 

1669-081 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lll.C.3.b(3)(f). 

1669-082 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lll.C.3.b{3)(0. 

1669-083 

Please  sec  the  change  in  Section  Ill.C.3.b(3)(f). 

1669-084 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lll.C.3.b(3)(g). 

1669-085 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  IIl.C.3.b(3)(g). 

1669-086 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.3.b(3)(h).  The  heading  "Marine  and  Coastal  Birds"  has  been  changed 
to  "Waterfowl."  Please  see  Response  1669-07 1 . 

1669-087 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.3.b(3)(h). 

1669-088 

Please  see  change  m  Section  lll.C.3.b(3)(h).  The  heading  "Marine  and  Coastal  Birds"  has  been  changed  to 
"Waterfowl."  Please  see  Responses  1669-071  and  1669-086. 

1669-089 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  llI.C.3.b(3)(h). 

1669-090 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  lll.C,3.b(3)(h). 


1669-091 

Please  sec  the  change  in  Section  IlI.C.3.b(3)(h). 

1669-092 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  IIl.C.3.b(3)(i). 

1669-093 

Please  see  the  change  in  Section  III.C.3.b(3)(h). 

1669-094 

Please  the  change  in  Section  III.C.3.b(3). 

1669-095 

The  BLM  checked  Ihe  map  labeling.  The  maps  are  in  agreement  with  USGS  topographic  quadrangles  from 
which  BLM  took  the  place  names.  All  place  names  on  these  inaps  were  approved  by  the  Board  of 
Geographic  Naines.  If  there  is  an  error  in  the  approved  place  names,  the  appropriate  contact  for  correction 
is: 

Executive  Secretary 

U.S.  Board  on  Geographic  Names 

523  National  Center 

Reston,  VA20192 
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KUUKPIK 

CORPORATION 


I'.O.  Box  187 

y   Nuiqsut,  Alnskfx  1)9789-0167 

TCL;  (907)  <l60-e220 

KAX;  (yO'O  4WJ-r»liifi 


March  12.  1998 


PAX  271-»S96 

Mr.  Tom  Allen 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

222  Wwi  Seveaih  Avenue  #13 

Anchorage,  Alaska  99513 


FAX  271-5479 

Mr.  Geoe  Tetlaud 
Mt.  Jiin  Dueker 
KPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7tli  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 


Re: 


Draft  lAP/EIS 

Northeast  NPR-A  Study  Area 


Gentlemen: 

BLM  has  requested  public  comment  on  its  Dean  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Enviromnental  Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  for  leasing  in  the  northeast  comer  of 
the  National  Pctroleura  Reserve-Alaska  (the  "Snidy  Atta").   These  commcms  are 
submitted  on  behalf  of  Kuukpik  Corporation,  the  ANCSA  Native  village  corporation 
for  Nuiqsut. 

As  you  know,  Nuiqsut  would  be  the  coimnunity  rnost  impacted  by  any 
leasing  in  the  Study  Area.  Kuui^ik's  shareholders  and  their  families  make  up  n»re 
than  ninety-five  percent  of  the  population  of  Nuiqsut.    Kuukpik  is  far  and  away  the 
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Mr.  Tom  Allen 
Mr.  Geoe  Terland 
Mr,  Jim  Dueker 
March  12,  1998 
Page  2 

largest  piivaie  suifece  landowner  in  the  Study  Area.   Between  land  that  Kuukpik  now 
owns  and  what  Kuukpik  is  still  entitled  to  select.  Kuukpik  will  own  more  than  70,000 
acres  in  NPR-A  that  are  within  the  Study  Area  and  will  be  affected  by  the  decisions  in 
the  Final  lAP/EIS.    The  impact  of  actions  taken  pursuant  to  the  lAP/ElS  on  Kuulqjik 
and  its  shai«holdeis  goes  far  beyond  impacts  on  lands  owned  by  Kuukpik,  however. 
The  North  Slope  Borough  planning  document  for  the  area,  Nuiosut  Paisanich.  finds 
Ihit  intensive  subsistence  use  by  the  Nuiqsut  community  extends  as  iir  west  as 
Tcshekpuk  Lake  and  that  occasional  use  extends  nearly  20  miles  to  the  west  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake.  (pp.  9.  30-32).   The  letter  Kuukpik  submitted  to  Mr.  Tom  Allen  on 
Mardi  26,  1997  during  the  scoping  part  of  this  process  describes  the  Kuukpikmiut's' 
dependency  on  the  Study  Area  lands  in  detail.   A  copy  is  attached  (please  note  thai  wc 
wish  to  reiterate  the  conunents  made  in  that  letter). 

Kuukpik  is  generally  supportive  of  efforts  to  lease  lands  in  the  Study 
Arra,  subieci  to  acceptable  environmental  and  i!in<^  use  protections  and  Kuakpik's 
selection  aad  coaveyanciuj  rights  under  ANCSA  in  the  Kuukpik  1 1(a)(1)  Withdrawal 
Area.   Thus  we  read  the  Draft  lAP/EIS  with  great  disappointment.    We  eaimoi 
support  leasing  in  the  Study  Area  as  the  Draft  lAP/EIS  now  stands.    We  find  the 
Draft  seriously  flawed  by  a  combination  of  factual  faiaccuracies.  omissions,  mistaken 
or  unwarranted  assumptions  and  jusi  plain  vmmg-headed  reasoning.    Kuukpik  believes 
that  these  problems  must  be  cotiected  before  agi  leasing  can  occur.    Some  of  these 
deficiencies  are  specific  to  the  Kuukpik  11(a)(1)  Wididrawai  Area  and  our  remaining 
land  selections,  but  many  of  them  apply  to  the  entire  Study  Area. 

NONCOMPLIANCE  WITH  SECTION  810  OF  ANILCA 


Before  commenting  on  specific  problems  with  the  Draii,  however,  it  is 
Kuukpik's  position  that  the  process  proposed  by  the  DepaHment  for  reaching  its 
Record  of  Decision  and  proceeding  with  a  lease  sale  is  itself  fundamentally  flawed.    I 
must  express  the  frustration  of  my  Board  of  Directots  aad  of  our  people  that  our  chief 
and  perhaps  last  opportunity  for  public  comment  prior  to  a  lease  sale  is  not  on  a 
specific  proposal  but  on  five  alternatives.    The  Draft  states  that  no  one  of  these 
alternatives  reflects  the  likely  final  plan,  but  that  the  final  plan  will  likely  include 
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elemenis  from  a  auinber  of  these  alterratives-'  Tie  Usi  two  issues  of  the  BLM- 
Alaska  newsletter  say  that  the  fmal  EIS  will  be  issued  in  June  and  the  Record  of 
Decision  published  a  montb  later  in  July.    The  Draft  confirms  roughly  that  riming  ' 
Something  flindamenlal  is  missing  here.   That  something  is  an  opportunity  for  our 
input  on  the  actual  plan  itself 

Nuiqsul  lies  cntiiely  wiiliiii  the  Study  Area.   More  than  half  of 
Kuulqiik's  land  holdings  will  be  within  that  Study  Area.   Oui  shareholders  and  their 
families  use  all  of  the  study  area  for  subsistence.    Ye:  as  we  now  understand  the 
lAP/EIS  procedure,  we  will  not  be  affbrded  any  time  to  review  and  conunem  on  the 
acwal  plan  that  BLM  prefers  and  ultimately  recommends  for  adoption.   At  this  point, 
it  is  anybody's  guess  as  to  what  hodgepodge  of  elemenis  from  the  difTeieiU  alternatives 
ate  going  to  be  included  in  the  6nal  plan.    That  makes  it  more  difficult  to  comment 
now.   A  proposal  that  may  be  acceptable  in  the  complete  package  of  one  of  the 
alternatives  in  the  Draft  may  be  completely  unacceptable  if  it  is  joined  with  other 
options  from  other  alternatives.   It  is  the  whole  pacicage  of  BLM's  recommended  flnal 
plan  that  is  of  most  interest  to  people  who  live  in  and  use  the  area  every  day,  yet  it 
afipeats  thxi  we  will  have  little  or  no  opporamity  to  coimnem  on  thai  whole  package. 

Due  to  this  deficient  process,  BLM's  proposed  procedure  is  not  in 
compliance  with  the  specific  stamiory  mandates  of  ANILCA.   Section  810  of 
ANHXIA  requires  the  Department  to  make  certain  fiodings  before  any  leasing  can 
occur  within  NPR-A.    Specifically: 

No  . . .  lease,  peniiit.  or  other  use,  occupancy 
or  disposition  of  such  lands  which  would 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  shall  be 
eflecied  until  the  bead  of  such  federal  agency: 


(3)  determinrs  that 
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(a)  such  a  sigmficant  restriction  of 
subsistence  uses  is  necessary  and 
cOQsisient  with  sound  management 
principles  for  the  utilization  of  public 
lands: 

(b)  the  proposed  activity  will  involve  the 
minimal  amount  of  public  lands 
necessary  to  accon^lish  the  purposes  of 
such  use,  occupancy,  or  other 
disposition,  and 

(c)  reasonable  steps  will  be  taicn  to 
minimize  adverse  effects  upon 
subsistence  uses  and  tesouros  resulting 
from  such  actions. 

It  is  inconceivable  that  the  Secretary  can  make  a  dettrmination  that  these  standards  are 
met  without  first  obtaining  comments  from  the  subsistence  users  (that  this  provision  is 
intended  to  protect)  on  the  actual  proposal  that  is  intended  to  be  implemented.   The 
input  of  these  subsistence  useis  is  an  essential  part  of  llus  factual  determination-   The 
Department  caimot  assume  that  bccaiuc  a  term  was  acceptable  to  these  subsistence 
users  in  the  context  of  one  of  these  five  alternatives  that  it  therefore  must  be 
accepuble  in  any  other  context  that  the  department  chooses  to  construct.   There  are 
tradeoffs  in  the  overall  acceptability  of  any  package  of  terms.   Equally,  cumulative 
impacts  on  particular  resources  or  areas  of  concern  to  subsistence  users  will  differ 
depending  on  the  other  items  and  provisions  with  which  a  particular  terra  is  joined. 

Nowhere  in  the  Draft's  entire  section  on  flie  process  leading  up  to  a  lease 
sale  is  there  arjy  suggestion  that  the  affected  subsistence  asers  will  get  any  opportunity 
to  comment  or  that  that  input  will  be  pan  of  the  findings  required  by  the  Secretary  as 
part  of  Section  810  of  ANILCA.*  To  the  contrary,  the  Draft's  section  on  process 
specitically  states  ihat: 
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The  BLM  anticiDaiea  thai  this  lAP/ElS  wiU 
fulfill  the  ^fEPA  reguiiements  for  the  fipr 
sals.    Prior  to  conducting  each  additiona]  sale, 
the  agency  will  conduct  a  NEPA  analysis 
tiering  from  the  lAP/EIS,   If  the  analysis  in 
the  lAP/EIS  i»  drtmed  to  be  valid,  the  NEPA 
analysis  for  the  second  and  subsequent  sates 
may  requite  only  aa  admiuistcstive 
deteraiination or  an  EA* 

That  language  is  not  consistent  with  our  being  oITeied  any  opportunity  to  commeat  oo 
BLM's  actual  proposal  prior  to  the  initial  sale  and  only  limited  comment  prior  to  any 
subsequent  sales.  Nor,  on  the  existing  schedule,  has  any  time  been  allowed  for  such 
input.  Secretary  Babbitt  bas  been  quoted  in  the  Anchorage  Daily  News  as  calling  for 
leases  lo  be  offered  m  the  Study  Area  in  the  summer  of  199S.'  The  Draft  ilself  calls 
for  an  actual  lease  sale  in  "late  1998.'  See  1-8,  No  opportunity  has  been  allowed  for 
our  input  and  comment  on  BLM's  piefeiied  altenuiive,  on  what  is  actually  proposed 
to  iappta  on  oux  badiiional  lands. 

Secretary  Babbitt  has  been  publicly  quoted  in  the  press  as  stating  that 
'oil  leasing  is  'absolutely'  the  goal  of  an  euviramnenial  study  of  the  North  Slope's 
National  Petroleum  Reserve."^    Secretary  Babbitt  is  quoted  in  the  same  article  as 
stating: 

"I  want  Co  get  out  on  the  groimd  azid  £  watiZ  to 
look  at  every  square  inch  of  NPR-A,"  Babbitt 
said    'My  plans  are  to  fly  to  Anchorage, 
change  plai^  for  Barrow,  and  then  I  want  to 


'  I-g  to  1-9 

•  2/7/97  (Vol.  UI.  No.  3S),  p.  1. 

■■    Anchorage  Daily  Nerws.  2/7/97  (Vol  LII.  No.  38),  p.  1.    Contrast  this  statement 
with  40  CFR  1502.2(g):    "Environmeiual  impact  statements  shall  serve  as  the  means 
of  assessing  the  eovironmcnial  impact  of  proposed  ageiKy  action,  rather  ibait  justi^ing 
decisions  already  made." 
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disappear  into  NPB.-A  for  as  much  time  as  I 
need  to  understand  every  geological  structure, 
every  laiEs,  every  wildlife  issue  so  that  I  will 
be  iiilly  prepared  to  be  a  meaningfiil 
participant  in  this  process."' 

These  are  Secretary  Babbitt's  goals,  which  are  in  lice  with  the  requirements  of  Sectjon 
810  of  ANILCA.    The  actual  piocesa  adopted  by  the  Alaska  office  of  BLM,  however, 
[alls  far  short  of  both  the  Secretary's  goals  and  the  stamtory  mandate.    That  process 
denies  the  very  subsistence  users  the  Secretary  is  trying  to  protect  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  BLM's  preferred  alternative  and  final  recommendations. 

Nor  is  BLM's  approach  in  compliance  with  the  applicable  leguUtions. 
which  state  that: 

1500.2   Policy 

Federal  Agencies  shaitl  to  the  fiillesi  extent 

possible 


(d)  Encourage  and  facilitate  public 
involvement  in  decisions  which  affect  the 
[;ualicy  of  the  human  enviromnem.' 

It  is  hard  to  imagine  a  decision  mote  likely  than  oil  leasing  to  affect  the  human 
envirojimeni  of  a  community  almost  entirely  dependent  on  a  subsistence  economy. 
BLM's  procedure  falls  far  short  of  meeting  this  standard. 

Kuukpik  and  its  shatchoklers  and  their  families  can  be  forgiven  for 
wondering  what  has  happened  to  the  stamtory  protections  that  were  to  be  afforded  to 
them  by  Section  810  of  ANILCA.   Kui:kpik  does  not  feel  that  the  existing  procedure 


OOl 


'  id. 

'  40  CFR  1500.2. 
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is  in  compliance  with  the  Department's  own  regulauons,  either.   From  Kuukpik's 
standpoint  and  that  of  all  its  local  subsistence  users  who  will  be  impacted  by  the  final 
plan,  the  'draft  statement  is  so  inadequate  as  to  preclude  meaningful  analysis. ■."'° 
We  cannot  see  now  and  aj^atcmly  are  nor  going  to  be  allowed  to  comment 
meaningfully  on  the  final  plan,  the  preferred  alternative.   The  appropriate  response  in 
that  situation,  per  the  applicable  regulations,  is  that  'the  agency  shall  prepare  and 
circulate  a  revised  draft  of  the  appropriate  portion. "" 

Kuukpik  requests  that  a  ninety  day  public  comment  period  be  provided 
for  review  and  comment  on  BLM's  preferred  alternative  prior  to  issiunce  of  a  final 
lAP/EIS  or  any  Record  of  Decision  Meaningfiil  public  comment  will  otherwise  be 
denied  and  the  requirements  of  section  810  of  ANILCA  wiu  go  unmet. 


NONCOMKJANCE  WITH  FEDERAX.  LAND  POUCY 
AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT 


The  Draft  ignores  or  dismisses  without  analysis  the  local  iniercscs.  even 
those  that  are  protected  by  law.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  requires  the  Secretary  to  keep  apprised  of  State,  local  and  tribal  land  use 
plans,  and  to  assure  that  consideration  is  given  lo  those  plans."     Under  FLPMA,  any 
federal  land  use  plan  mutt  be  consistent  with  Sate  and  local  plans,  to  the  extent  those 
plans  aie  consistent  with  federal  law.  Nuiqsut  Paisanich  is  such  a  plan,  yet  it  has  been 
ignored  in  the  Draft  and  no  heed  has  been  paid  to  its  policies.    Nninsut  Paisanich  has 
been  adopted  as  the  gtiiding  local  land  plan  in  die  Study  Area  by  all  of  the  regional 
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"■   40  CFR  lS(X2.9(a). 

"   The  entire  text  of  the  pertinent  portion  of  40  CFR  1502. 9(a>  is  as  follows: 

TTie  draft  statement  must  fulfill  and  satisfy  to  the  fullest  extent  possible 
the  requiiemenis  esublished  for  fuial  statements  in  section  10Z(2)(C)  of 
the  Act.   If  a  draft  slatemeot  is  so  inadequate  as  lo  preclude  meaningful 
analysis,  the  agency  shall  prepare  and  circulate  a  revised  draft  of  the 
appropriate  portion. 

"43  U.S.C.  S1712(c)(9). 
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and  local  governmental  entities.   On  July  7.  1995,  by  Resolution  95-OS.  the  North 
Slope  Borough  Plannit^  Commission  adopted  and  endorsed  ftuigsut  P^isjimfe  as 
establishing  "the  guiding  principles'  for  any  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  area 
June  26.  1993,  in  a  three  way,  joint  resolution,  the  City  of  Nuiqsui,  the  Native 
Village  of  Nuiqsut  and  Kuukpik  Corporation  all  adopted  and  endorsed  Nfflgjut 
Paisanich.  as  well. 

Far  from  considering  and  auempting  to  incorporate  the  "guiding 
principles"  of  Nuiqsut  Paisanich.  the  Dntt  lAP/EIS  mentions  it  only  once  in  750 
pages."    Wholly  aside  from  the  failure  to  comply  with  federal  stamtory 
requirements,  the  message  to  the  local  people  who  are  going  to  be  most  affected  by 
the  activity  is  that  their  concerns  and  local  interest  get  short  shrift.   Ktiulcpik  would 
prefer  Uj  see  no  leasing  to  leasing  on  diose  terms 


ARBITRARY  AND  CAPRICIOUS  TREATMENT 
OF  KOUKPIK'S  DEFERRAL  PROPOSAL 

The  deficiencies  noted  above  ate  not  isolated  examples.   Kuukpik  stated 
unequivocally  in  the  attached  March  26.  1997  letter  that  we  owxised  any  leasing 
within  the  Kuukpik  Withdrawal  Area  until  Kuokpik's  land  selecuons  were  completed. 
(3/26/97.  p.  3)  That  is  Kuulcpilc's  position  today,  as  well.   That  deferral  proposal  is 
mentioned  in  the  Draft.   However,  ii  is  addressed  in  such  a  cursory  fashion,  with 
conclusory  staaanents  Hal  are  rife  with  unfunded  assumptions  and  mistaken  facts, 
that  an  impartial  decision  by  anyone  not  in  possession  of  the  mie  facts  is  vimally 
impossible    Only  one  of  the  four  leasing  alternatives  even  considers  the  possibility  of 
deferring  leasing  in  the  Kuukpik  Withdrawal  Area  until  Kuukpik's  statutory  selecuons 
are  completed-   That  is  in  Alternative  B." 


BLM's  discussion  of  this  deferral  option  is  incoraplfitc,  erroneous  and 
prejudicial  to  Kmikpik.   BLM  never  addresses  the  specific  effects  of  protecting 


»  rV-C-54 
»    lV-C-1. 
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Kuu^ik-S  selection  rights.    Instead.  BLM  simply  smim  tot  deferral  wiU  preclude 
aaidevelopmem  within  Kuufcpik's  selection  area."  As  the  draft  saws: 

Alternative  B  wojid  not  result  in  a  viable 
field.. .  because  iiaco  offered  for  leasing 
would  be  tix)  far  from  existing  inftastiucture 
(Alpine)." 

Alftou^  BLM  recognizes  that  fcderal  lands  nay  eventualiy  be  leased  after  Kuukpik 
makes  us  seltctions,  it  treats  Kmikpik's  selection  rights  as  though  they  created  a 
£QD5fiIvaU2D  area,  and  assumes  that  Kuulqjil:  will  create  a  "no  lease  zone"  oyer  its 
Uods.   BLM  assumes  that  this  wouM  render  any  oil  fields  within  NPR-A  uneconomic 
oy  isolating  them  from  esusting  infrastructure.    There  are  absolutely  no  factual 
grounds  stated  tor  thji  assumption."  In  fact,  these  assumption  ate  completely 


tv  r^  iy    iLIT""*'  IV.A-I.1>4;  IV-A.l.b-6  and  aceompanyhig  Notes);  IV-A-IS; 
iv-(.^i4.    With  the  exception  of  ihe  text  quoted  below,  these  assumpttons  are  not 
expressly  stated,  but  are  readily  apparent  from  and  impUcii  in  the  Draffs  discussions 
of  what  size  fields  will  and  wiU  not  be  commercial.  These  assumptions  are  all  the 
more  arbitrary  and  capricious  for  being  unsuted. 

"  IV-A-2g. 

"Perhaps  BLM  is  conccmed  that  Kuukpit't  selections  have  not  yet  been  made 
and  that  the  process  of  making  those  selections  may  delay  oil  and  gas  activities  to  the 
wesi^Thai  is  nonsense.    The  delay,  if  any,  is  eniirery  within  BLM's  control 
Kuukpi  has  recenUy  met  wifli  BLM  regarding  the  makmg  of  Kuukpik's  remaining 
land  selections  and  hopes  to  make  those  selections  within  a  matter  of  months  or  a 
y^r.  not  many  yeai^.   The  village  corporations  for  liiee  other  Nonh  Slope  vilUges 
Atkasuq.  Kafaovik  and  Wainwright.  have  .ecenUy  made  or  are  in  the  process  of 
tnating  iheir  selecUons.   The  boulen«*  is  at  BLM.    Kuukpik  is  still  awaiting 
conveyances  of  nearly  16.000  acres  of  lands  in  NPR-A  that  it  select«J  in  1974  nEarlv 
IwffltY-tiTur  Yg<r>  !^ep,    it  is  not  surprising  that  Kuukpik  has  not  felt  a  great  sense  of 
[»^y  m  matmg  its  remafaing  selections  when  BLM's  conveyancing  time  is  so 
kBgay.   It  would  be  the  very  height  of  effrontery  and  outiageousness,  however  if 
BLM  omveyanciDg  delays  are  the  reason  for  the  Draft's  assumption  that  Kuukpik's 
aelenaJ  proposaj  would  create  a  no^evelapment  zone  for  many  years    It  would  be  an 
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erroneous.   If  BLM  staff  had  bothered  checking  with  Kuukpik  or  ASRC  they  would 
have  known  that  Kuukpik  has  an  agreement  in  place  with  ASRC  that  permits,  on 
specified  terms  aiod  with  specified  eavironmental  protections,  development  of  the 
subsurfece  underlying  Kuukpik's  lands  in  NPR-A.   There  is  no  analysis,  is  opposed  to 
these  baseless  assumptions,  anywhere  in  the  Draft  of  what  flie  effects  of  deferral  of 
leasing  in  the  Kuukpik  Withdrawal  Area  would  actually  be. 

Based  on  the  erroneous  assumption  that  KuuJqiik  will  prohibit  leasing 
within  its  selections,  BLM  then  concludes  that  deferral  would  reader  any  oil  fields 
widiin  the  Study  Area  or  elsewhere  in  NPR-A  uneconomic  by  isolating  them  from 
existing  iiiirastiucnjre."  The  fact  of  Kuukpik's  agreement  with  ASRC  demonstrates 

abuse  of  BLM's  auftotity  if  BLM  proposed  to  burden  lands  to  be  selected  by 
Kuulqiik,  over  Kuukpik's  adamant  opposition,  in  order  to  ensure  that  BLM's  own 
conveyancing  delays  did  not  affect  federal  leasing  revenues  on  adjacent  lands.    Other 
pans  of  the  Draft  lend  some  credence  to  that  suspicion,  however.   As  noted  below. 
BLM's  Aitematives  C,  D  and  E  all  propose  to  lease  the  16,000  acres  of  Kuukpik 
selectjons  which  BLM  has  been  processing  already  for  nearly  twenty-four  years.    We 
hope  and  mist  that  this  was  merely  an  oversight.    Our  conversations  with  top  BLM 
officials  recently  have  suggested  a  willingness  to  try  to  expedite  our  conveyances  of 
both  selected  and  to  be  selected  lands.   If  BLM  convcyancmg  delays  were  indeed  the 
basis  for  BLM's  assumptions,  they  are  both  outrageous  and  unwarranted.    The  one 
lies  in  BLM's  hands,  and  the  conse<juences  of  delays  in  BLM's  conveyancing  pnjcess 
should  not  be  visited  oil  Kuukpik.   Revisions  to  the  Diaft  need  to  fuUy  set  forth 
BLM'S  analysis,  fairly  present  Kuukpik's  proposal  and  give  Kuukpik  and  ASRC  the 
economic  self-determination  and  control  of  their  lands  contemplated  by  ANCSA. 
BLM  also  needs  to  bear  in  mbid  that  the  widely  accepted  time  frame  for  oil  and  gas 
development  in  Alaska,  from  leasing  to  production,  is  ten  years.    Ten  years  is  plenty 
of  time  for  Kuukpik's  selections  and  conveyances  and  for  leasing  and  exploration  of 
ASRC's  underlying  subsurface.    If  this  is  the  basis  of  BLM's  assumptions,  they  are 
both  improper  and  wrong. 

"  iV-A-27  (Tables  IV.A.l-b-4;  IV.A.l.b-6  and  accompanying  Notes);  rV-C-34. 
Even  m  the  absence  of  the  agreement  with  ASRC,  BLM's  astumpcions  and  the  logic 
constracied  upon  them  are  in  error.   The  Draft  fails  to  note  that  Kuukpik-ownsd  lands 
ahready  lie  between  the  Alpine  field  and  the  Study  Area.   If  BLM  proposes  to  lease 
currenl  and  future  Kuukpik  selecdoos,  over  the  objections  of  Kuukpik  and  ASRC,  in 
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that  Kuukpik's  lands  and  laixis  covered  by  future  selecDoss  are  sot  'no  development 
loncs"  ajid  Ihai  protection  of  Kuukpik's  selection  rights  should  no  more  be  treated  as  a 
box  to  potential  devclopineiu  tban  would  any  oOier  ownersliip.    BLM's  assumptions 
arbitrarily  and  witliout  basis  inform  tbe  reader  (and  altimaiely  the  decisiomnalcers)  ibai 
(hey  must  choose  between  protecting  Native  land  selection  rights  and  any  oil  sod  gas 
development  in  the  Study  Area.    This  will  prejudice  readers  against  Kuufcpi):,  by 
misstating  Kuukpik's  posiiion  and  ih«  merits  of  guarding  Kuukpik's  land 
entitlements." 

The  prejudice  from  BUM'S  approach  goes  beyond  unfounded 
assumptions.    BLM's  whole  preseniaiioa  of  the  request  to  defer  leasing  is  made  in  a 
context  ibai  seems  designed  to  discourage  adoptiog  tiiat  prr^Msal.  BLM  has  grouped 
Kuulipik's  selection  rights  in  Alternative  B  with  an  assottmenc  of  unrelated 
conservatioii  measures,  including  designating  the  Colville  as  a  "Wild"  river, 
establishment  of  a  bird  conservation  area,  and  withholdiiis  other  large  poiQOHS  of  the 
planniog  area  from  leasing.   This  nudom  combination  of  unrelated  options,  many  of 
them  fairly  extreme  measures  or  steps  requiring  Congressional  aj^roval,  prevents  any 
meauingiiil  analysis  of  the  effect  of  deferring  leasing.   The  Oraft  only  presents  the 
combined  effects  of  all  of  the  options  under  Alternative  B.   It  is  therefore  impossible 
to  tell  what  tlie  specific  effects  of  respecting  Kuuicpik's  selection  rights  might  be.    By 
lumping  defeixal  with  the  most  cesirictivc  environmental  conditions,  BLM  unfairly 
presents  Kutdcpik's  selection  tights  as  a  bar  to  developmeoi.   In  view  of  Secretary 


order  to  avoid  BLM  conveyancing  delays,  BLM  has  oeglecied  to  consider  these 
previously  conveyed  lands.   Crossing  Kuukpik  lands  to,  access  Alpine  is  already  a 
precondition  of  any  development  in  the  Study  Area,  even  if  the  Department  could 
lease  currently  selected  but  not  yet  conveyed  lands,  let  alone  those  lands  ooi  yet 
selected  by  Kuukpik.    The  preferable  and  more  logical  approach  is  to  expedite  the 
conveyances. 

"  Contrast  the  BLM  unfounded  and  prejudicial  assumptions  implicit  in  the  Draft's 
treatment  of  Kunlcpik's  deferral  proposal  with  40  CFR  1502  2(g):    ' Environmental 
impact  statements  shall  serve  as  the  means  of  assessing  the  environmcoxal  impaci  of 
proposed  agency  action,  rather  than  justifying  decisions  already  made. "    The  shonfall 
between  the  regulatory  requirements  and  the  Draft  is  glaring. 
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Babbitt's  statement  that  leasing  is  "absolutely"  the  goal  of  the  entire  process,'" 
grouping  Kuukpik's  deferral  proposal  with  these  likely  rttm-starters  suggests  an  unfair 
and  uirinformed  predisposition  against  Kuukpik's  proposal. 

Moreover,  the  Draft  fails  to  discuss  the  benefits  of  protecting  Kuukpik's 
and  ASRC's  entitlements  through  the  deferral  proposal.    NEPA  requires  BLM  to 
present  the  reasonably  foreseeable  effects  of  each  alternative,  so  that  the  reviewer  may 
weigh  its  comparative  merits.''   The  Draft  fails  to  present  these  effects,  by  treating 
Kuukpik's  selection  rights  as  only  an  obstacle  to  leasing  and  develapiiiem,  withOTi 
considering  tbe  benefits  of  preserving  those  rights.   Yet  ANCSA  very  clearly  states  a 
policy  of  promoting  economic  self-determination  for  Natives,"  a  policy  wMch 
Kuukpik's  and  ASRC's  proposal  advances  and  Alternatives  C,  D  and  E  would  defeat. 

By  law,  BLM  must  consider  tbe  advaolages  of  local  managemsnl  of 
development  and  subsistence  resources.    By  creating  Native  cotporations  under 
ANCSA  and  vesting  them  with  ownership  rights  to  traditional  lands  and  lands  for 
ecoiwmic  developmeni.  Congress  granted  Alaska  Natives  the  right  to  manage  and 
control  their  own  traditional  lands  and  additional  lands  for  economic  development. 
This  right  would  be  utterly  defeated  if  BLM  encumbers  Kuu^ik's  existir^g  and  future 
selections  with  oil  and  gas  leases.   In  addidnn  to  serving  ANCSA's  goal  of  self- 
detenmnation,  preserving  Kuukpik's  selection  rights  unencumbered  will  allow  us  to 
apply  our  own  experience  to  obtain  environmental  and  subsistence  protecdons 
potentially  superior  to  those  suggested  by  the  Draft.    A  fair  and  complete  analysis  of 
the  merits  of  Kuukpik's  and  ASRC's  proposal  to  defer  leasing  until  our  selections  are 
made  must  consider  the  relative  merits  of  BLM  versus  local  minagraneni  of  our  lands 
and  resources,  rather  than  simplistically  equating  Kmikpik  control  with  no 
developmeiu.   Without  a  fiill  analysis,  the  lAP/EIS  is  incomplete  and  defective  is  a 
tnaner  of  law. 

The  Draft's  "analysis"  and  conclusions  are  based  on  erroneous  and 
inaccurate  assumptions  which  artritrarily  and  capriciously  prejudice  any  decision  maker 


"   Anchorage  Daily  New?.  2/7/97  (Vol  LII,  No.  38),  p.  1. 
"   40C.F.R    §1502. 14(b) 
°  £.£.,  43  U.S.C.  3601(b). 
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agaiosi  protecciiig  Kuukpik's  rights.   Kuu]cpik  requests  tfaat  these  erroneous  and 
imwairantetl  assumptions  be  stiickEn  and  that  Kuii}:pik's  deferral  proposal  be  fully  and 
fairly  analyzed  and  adc^tsd. 


KUUKPIK  LAND  SELECTIONS 

As  rausi  be  apparent  from  our  letter  of  March  26.  1997  (anached)  and 
our  discussion  thus  far,  one  of  KuukpiJc's  greatest  concems  is  Kuuitpiic's  remauucg 
ANCSA  land  selection  cntitlcmenls.   The  overall  lack  of  discussion  iji  the  Draft  of  the 
issues  raised  by  our  remaining  land  selection  rigiils  is  fiuidameDially  unsettling.   The 
enors  aod  oroissiooa  in  wiiai  discussion  the  Draft  docs  contain  are  disturbiiig  and  need 
to  be  conected.  BLM  must  reconsider  its  analysis  of  our  setectios  lights  to  ensure 
that  our  traditional  lands  are  protected  and  nmst  present  and  discuss  our  interests  fairly 
in  the  Draft  aad  in  the  Final  lAP/EIS.   BLM  has  assured  Kuul^ik  that  the  federal 
govemmenl's  desire  for  oil  royalties  will  not  affect  the  promises  it  made  to  Alaska 
Natives  wider  AKCSA.   Those  promises  lud  the  statutory  naodatcs  and  policies  of 
ANCSA  must  be  implemented,  allowing  Kutiiqiik  and  ASRC  the  right  to  decide  tiie 
terms  on  which  any  leasing  of  Native  lands  occots. 

It  is  particularly  troubling  that  in  Alternatives  C,  D  and  E,  BLM 
apparently  intends  to  lease  lands  which  Kuulcpik  asd  ASRC  have  already  selected." 
This  is  outrageous.   Kuukpilc  selected  these  lands  licarly  iwenty-four  year^  ago.   The 
fact  that  they  are  not  yet  conveyed  to  Kuulcpik  and  to  ASRC  is  no  fault  of  Kuulqpiic's. 
It  is  rather  a  function  of  BLM's  conveyancing  backlog,  a  backlog  wlucb  Kuukpik  has 
endured  very  paiienUy.   This  approach  punishes  Kuukpik  for  BLM's  own  failure  to 
process  our  selections.  


Tliere  can  be  no  justification  for  tteating  <bese  lands  as  though  they  are 
available  for  federal  leasing.   Kuukpik  is  underselected  by  over  22,000  acres  even 
after  taking  these  existing  selections  into  account.    There  is  no  doubt  that  Kuukpik  will 
receive  tiQe  to  the  surface  of  these  lands  and  (hat  ASRC  will  receive  title  to  the 
subsut&ce.    For  BLM  to  ignore  the  wishes  of  the  fbture  owners  of  ttiese  lands  and 
propose  to  lease  them  over  the  opposition  of  both  Xuukpik  and  ASRC  is  contrary  to 
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both  ANCSA  and  ANILCA."    This  approach  cuts  directly  against  one  of  the 
fisudamental  goals  of  /vNCSA.  the  goal  of  economic  self-determination  for  Natives.   It 
is  for  Kuukpik  and  ASRC  to  deteimine  when  and  under  what  tenns  these  lands  should 
be  leased. 

There  are  numerous  other  errors  in  tlie  Draft's  cursory  ureaimem  of 
Kuulcpik's  selection  rights.    Kuukpik  has  over  22,000  acres  of  entitlement  remaining 
in  the  Study  Area,  though  the  Draft  only  recognizes  a  13,000  acri  entitlement."   Tbe 
fact  that  the  draft  did  not  oven  get  the  correct  acreage  to  which  Kpukpik  is  entitled  is 
a  measure  of  just  how  rushed  the  entire  prt>:ess  of  preparing  the  Draft  was.   The 
Draft  also  erroneously  concluded  that  Kuukpik's  selections  could  not  reach  the  most 
southwest  township  in  the  Kuulq>rk  Withdia^val  Area,  so  the  deferral  option  in 
Alternative  B  did  not  include  that  Township."  With  over  22,000  acres  of 
cntJtlemeRts,  Kimi^ik's  selections  may  well  reach  into  that  Township.   That  eiror 
needs  to  be  corrected.    Kuukpik  has  expressed  many  times  our  paramount  interest  in 
protecting  our  remaining  land  selections,  and  tliesc  types  of  mistakes  are  far  from 
reassuring. 

The  revenue  sharing  provisions  of  Section  7(i)  of  ANCSA  give  all 
Alaska  Natives,  Kuukpik  and  its  shardioldeis  included,  a  direct  financial  slake  in 
whether  BLM  attempts  to  offer  lands  subject  to  Kuukpik's  selections  for  lease  over 
Kuukpik's  and  ASRC's  objections.    As  an  alternative  to  protecting  Kuukpik's  land 
entitlements,  BLM  offers  to  escrow  any  lease  royalties  pending  selection."  This  will 
not  adequately  protea  the  rights  of  either  Kuukpik  or  the  Natives  of  Alaska.    While 
proposiiig  to  escrow  any  royalties  on  lataJs  which  may  be  conveyed  to  Kuukpik  and 


n-23.  24.  and  25  (Figures  n.C.1-3,  ILCM.  U.C.1-5). 


"  It  is  possible  that  ihis  is  simply  an  oversight  on  BLM'S  pan  in  preparing  the 
Diaft  and  that  there  is  no  intent  to  actually  lease  currently  selected  lands.    If  that  is 
indeed  the  case,  it  is  more  palatable  than  a  deliberate  intention  to  lease  over  our 
opposition.    At  the  same  time,  however,  it  would  be  yet  one  more  instance  of  the 
many  ertots  m  the  Draft. 

»  n-3. 

"   n-16  (Figure  ri.B.13. 
"P.  IV-F-20. 
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ASRC.  BLM  also  atknowledges  thit  fifty  perccDt  of  these  royalties  must  be  paid  to 
the  Stale  of  Alaska.   There  is  tio  discussion  of  whether  these  royalties  will  ever  be 
nxoveted,  or  if  Natives  will  be  left  with  only  half  of  the  royaliies  for  ieir  lands.    In 
addition,  the  escrow  is  Imsiled  to  toyalues,  without  considering  lease  bonuses,  surface 
jeiAs,  or  other  coosiderstion  which  would  otherwise  be  paid  to  tbe  Native 
corporatians.    This  peimiis  the  federal  and  state  govetnmeni  to  appropriate  funds 
which  are  righiiy  owed  to  Natives.    If  Kuukpik  Js  permirted  to  coinplete  its  selections 
before  leasing,  these  fiinds  would  beneru  not  only  Kuukpik  directly,  its  shareholder 
and  all  ASRC  sharehohlere,  but  all  Alaska  Natives,  through  the  revenue  sharing 
requiretneols  of  section  7(i)  of  ANCSA. 

Even  if  the  United  States  is  willing  lo  escrow  ail  consideration  on  behajf 
of  Natives,  that  escrow  still  would  not  preserve  the  rights  gramed  us  under  ANCSA. 
Congress  entrusted  Alaska  Natives  with  the  right  to  protect  our  own  interests,  and  we 
have  proved  capable  of  doing  so.    We  should  be  allowed  to  do  the  same  for  our  future 
selections,    lbs  Draft  assumes  that  the  federal  leases  could  simply  be  assigned  lo  the 
Native  corporations,  but  how  will  the  rigtos  granted  to  the  govenment  be  passed  on  ro 
private  land  owners,  especially  where  the  ownership  of  the  surface  and  subsurface  will 
be  divided  between  KutJcpik  and  ASRC?  The  federal  goveroment  needs  to  draw  a 
very  clear  line  between  its  interests  as  a  landowner  and  its  administrative  fiinciions  as 
an  impartial  arbiter  of  Kuukpik's  and  ASRC's  rights  under  ANCSA.     The  Draft 
focuses  ahnost  exclusively  on  what  is  good  or  had  fbr  the  federal  govemniea  as  a 
landowner,  without  properly  separating  and  evaluating  BLM's  stamtory  and 
administrative  obligations  to  Kuukpik  and  ASRC. 


LOCAL  COMMENTS  IGNORED 


Kuukpik's  concerns  over  preserving  our  right  to  manage  Oui  own  lanric 
and  to  keep  them  unencumbered  by  federal  lease*  are  increased  by  BLM's  refusal  to 
seriously  consider  the  comitwnis  of  Kuukpik.  its  shareholders  and  their  families  on  the 
proposed  leasing.    We  have  repeatedly  objected  to  the  accelerated  public  conuneDr 
period  for  this  lAP/EIS,  because  the  unique  enviroianentsl  and  subsistence  issues  in 
the  area  requite  careful  consideration,  which  caiuiot  be  addressed  in  a  few  public 
hearings.    We  have  still  tried  to  make  out  views  known  within  the  expedired  coniinent 
period,  but  the  Draft  shows  tliat  the  public  comment  schedule  did  not  provide  BLM 
with  enough  time  to  integrate  the  informaUon  and  knowledge  of  local  residents  into  the 
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In  taking  the  rime  to  attend  public  comment  meetings  and  meet  with  the 
BLM,  the  Native  residents  of  Nuitjsut  hoped  u>  contribute  to  the  fAP/EIS  process,  by 
providing  their  unique  knowledge  and  views,  which  would  then  be  integrated  into' 
BLM's  analysis.    Instead,  the  Draft  dedicates  two  pages  to  describing  Native 
concerns,  which  are  then  summarily  dismissed. ''  Instead  of  incorponuing  these 
comments  into  its  analysis,  BLM  condenses  our  concerns  into  a  laundry  list  of  twenty- 
one  issues,  which  it  Quickly  dismisses  by  stating  that  the  concenjs  will  be  addressed 
by  effective  stipulations  and  (he  establishment  of  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.*  It 
does  not  bother  to  discuss  how  these  concerns  will  be  addressed  by  those  stipuljticms. 
nor  does  it  even  identify  which  stipulations  wUl  address  dmse  concerns.    The  concerns 
listed  range  from  damage  lo  traditional  sites  to  the  failure  to  integrate  the  testimony  of 
Nuiqsut  residents,  and  it  is  impossible  to  determine  from  the  Draft  how  BLM  decided 
that  the  stipulations  would  resolve  these  issues. 

For  example,  while  one  listed  Bone«n  discussed  compensation  for 
damage  to  tradiUonal  sites  from  seismic  activity,  the  BLM  has  i^fijsed  to  inohide  any 
provisions  regarding  compensation,  despite  the  recommendations  of  the  Subsistence 
Impacts  Panel,"  Despite  this  refusal,  the  BLM  stUl  claims  that  this  concern  is 
already  addressed  by  the  stipulations."  Ii  is  even  more  difTiculi  to  see  why  the  BLM 
believes  that  die  stipulations  address  Nuiqsut  residents'  concerns  over  the  fast-track 
schedule  and  failure  to  integrate  local  concerns  such  as  those  presented  by  Nuiasut 
^isaaJEh  and  Usose  stated  in  Kuukpik's  lettera  of  March  26.  1997  and  January  9. 
1998.   The  people  of  Nuiqsut  deserve  mote  respect  than  this  simple  dismissal  of  their 
concerns. 


The  rest  of  the  EIS  displays  the  same  disregard  for  Jocai  views.   Even 
where  local  residents  have  taken  the  dme  to  preseja  a  detailed  discussion  of  our 
imerests  and  observations,  the  Draft  has  ignored  or  summarily  discounted  those  views 


'^.  rv<:-54.  55. 
'Vp-  rV-C-55,  S6. 
"    F-13  to  14:  n-W. 
"   IV.C-S6. 
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Native  view$  and  ttadiUonal  knowledge  retleci  many  Ufetmies  of  experience  with  the 
land,  wildlife  and  local  conditions.    The  Native  observations  and  experience  have  been 
liBid  won,  since  oar  vety  lives  and  those  of  our  ancestors  for  many  geneiaaons  have 
depended  on  a  close  and  accurate  observation  and  experience  of  our  environment  and 
the  wildlife  on  which  we  depend.    Where  local  experience  contlicts  with 
commissionBd  studies,  Ihe  Draft  simply  assumes  that  the  Naoves  are  wrong,  with 
statements  such  as  the  foUowing:  "Traditional  Inupiat  testimony  often  does  not  agree 
with  the  conclusions  of  Western  science. . ,  "^  


BLM's  treatment  of  caribou  movement  demonstrates  this  disregsnl  for 
Native  knowledge.    For  years,  the  people  of  Nuiqsut  have  insisted  that  pipelines  must 
be  elevated,  to  ensure  that  caribou  will  remain  free  to  pass  uadenieath.    Although  the 
goveramfint  has  required  an  elevation  of  only  five  feet,  our  indigenous  experience  has 
shown  that  this  is  not  always  enough.   As  indicated  by  the  testimony  of  Isaac 
Nukapigak,  when  snow  drifts  underneath  the  pipelines,  earitou  caimot  pass  uodeniEath 
and  their  movement  is  blocked."  Instead  of  considering  this  fint-hand  information, 
the  BLM  relied  on  a  panel  of  govenjmem  experts,  who  advised  that  -there  are  no  data 
to  suggest  that  caribou  benefit  from  having  the  pipeline  six  feet  high  or  higher  '^ 
ApparenUy  Native  testimony  does  not  quality  as  "data."   BLM  dismissed  Mr. 
Nukapigak's  testimony  by  stating  "such  an  effect  is  expected  to  be  temporary,  with  the 
caribou  moving  across  the  corridors  when  vehicle  traffic  has  passed. "»  I  do  not  see 
how  this  relates  lo  blockage  by  snow  drifting,  and  BLM  does  not  suppon  this 
conclusion  with  any  reported  study.   Western  science  consists  of  temporary 
observations,  while  our  knowledge  is  based  on  years  of  experience  and  constant 
contact  with  our  eavironment.   I  see  no  basis  for  BLM  to  prefer  one  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  other.    It  is  the  scientists  who  art  the  short-limers  here,  with  limited  experience 
and  observations.  


"  IV-C-48, 

"  rv-c-27. 

"  Appx.  E-18. 
''  IV-C-27. 
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The  people  of  Nuiqsut  have  insisted  on  local  monildring  and  management 
of  subsistence  resourees.   The  subsisteoce  task  force  recommended  that  local  interests 
be  represented  by  a  subsistence  panel,  with  the  power  to  monitor,  report,  and  resolve 
dispites  involving  sobsistence."  BLM  has  watered  down  this  concept  into  an  excuse 
for  relying  on  an  incomplete  analysis.    Instead  of  considering  our  comments  now, 
BLM  hat  relied  on  the  panel  to  justify  a  "wait  and  see"  approach  to  management'.    In 
other  words,  no  objection  of  ours  to  (he  sdpalatioos  can  have  much  weight  now, 
because  BLM  can  always  change  ihem  if  they  mm  out  not  to  wortc.    Therefore,  BLM 
can  avoid  actually  responding  to  our  concerns  by  deferring  any  action  to  a  later  date. 

This  approach  will  not  protect  subsistence  interests.   The  resources  of  the 
North  Slope  are  too  sensitive  to  tolerate  this  son  of  experimentation  with  stipulations. 
By  the  time  we  discover  a  defect  in  the  stipulations,  the  ecology  may  bave  already 
been  permaaently  harmed.  Our  livelihoods  depend  on  preserving  subsistence 
resources  and  access,  and  we  cannot  afford  not  to  get  the  protections  right  the  first 
time.   We  should  also  have  the  opportunity  to  sec  what  is  proposed,  not  simply  be 
told  Uiai  we  will  find  out  about  it  in  the  future.   Even  if  we  do  identify  a  mistake  or 
conflict,  the  subsistence  advisory  panel  provides  only  an  illusion  of  protection.    Unlike 
the  panel  suggested  by  local  residents  and  the  task  force,  the  subsistence  panel  is  a 
purely  advisory  body,  with  only  the  authority  to  make  recommendations.   As  is  made 
clear  by  the  draft  stipulations,  BLM  retains  the  final  power  to  ignore  those 
recommendations.   Despite  the  announced  comminnent  to  include  local  Natives  in  the 
decisionmaking  process,  the  stipulations  require  BLM  to  consult  with  State  and 
Federal  agencies,  not  local  Natives,  in  granting  pennits  and  exertions.     With  only 
an  advisory  role  in  the  planning  process,  our  people  cannot  trust  BLM  to  make  up 
effective  land  use  policy  as  it  goes  along.     The  interests  at  slake  require 
comprehensive  planning,  not  incremenial  decisions. 

The  recommendations  for  a  subsistence  panel  contained  in  ji^ipendix  F 
should  be  adopted,  not  gutted  ss  the  Dnft  would  do. . 
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DEHCIENCIES  IN  IMPACTS  ANALYSIS  AND  TIMING 


BLM  lias  talcen  the  same  shorthand  approach  in  its  impacts  analysis.  To 
avoid  a.  detailed  analysis  of  each  separate  land  use  decision,  the  Draft  groups  several 
unrelated  optioos  into  alteinaiives,  stating  that  a  final  decision  may  incorporate  options 
from  one  or  more  of  the  suggested  alternatives.''  This  'mix  and  match'  approach 
hides  (he  impact  of  any  single  action.   Without  a  specific  description  of  the  impacts  of 
each  option,  it  is  impossible  to  calculate  the  impacts  of  a  final  action  composed  of 
several  different  options.   All  wc  have  is  the  analysis  of  the  total  impact  of  the 
options,  and  we  are  left  to  guess  how  much  each  individual  option  contributes  to  the 
impact  of  the  aliernuive.    Even  where  BLM  discusses  impacts,  it  does  not  provide 
enough  infonnaiion.  For  example,  to  avoid  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  the 
communities  of  Nuiqsut,  Barrow,  and  Aiqasuk,  the  Dratt  refers  readers  to  the  Final 
EIS  for  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Sale  170,  a  document  which  has  not  even  been  published 
yet!" 


BLM's  cumulative  impacts  analysis  is  still  more  conltising.  We  have 
repeatedly  insisted  that  BLM  pay  special  aneniion  to  cumulative  impacts.  In  response 
BLM  has  addressed  a  separate  "cumulative  case."  This  case  assumes  that  all  of  the 
lands  within  the  planning  area  have  been  leased,  as  in  Alternative  E,"  Therefore,  it 
assesses  the  cumulative  impacts  of  full  oil  and  gas  leasing,  but  does  not  address  the 
impacts  from  the  more  restrictive  alternatives.   It  does  not  address  what  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  Alternatives  A-D  might  be.   We  know  that  fijU  oil  and  gas 
leasing  may  have  serious  cumtilative  impacts,  but  bow  would  those  impacts  differ 
under  the  other  altenuiives?    The  analysis  for  each  of  thost;  alternatives  is  incomplete 
if  it  does  not  include  cumulative  impacts  as  well  as  direct  eiTects.  We  catmot  rely  on 
an  incomplete  analysis  to  make  such  important  land  use. decisions.   BLM  must  take  the 
time  needed  to  present  the  ftiU  impact,  mrluriing  cimiulative  topacn,  for  each  separate 
opdon,  if  the  EIS  is  to  provide  any  useful  guidacse. 
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BLM's  analysis  of  subsistence  under  ANILCA  is  even  more  incomplete. 
At  Appendix  D,  BLM  sets  out  the  satuioiy  requirements  of  Section  810  of  ANILCA 
(also  set  fotdi  m  parr  above).   Even  though  these  statutory  requiremOTts  are  set  forth 
in  the  Draft,  the  Draft  does  not  make  any  of  die  findings  required  by  Section  810."" 
BLM  only  made  the  preliminary  deiermination  of  wticther  an  alternative  would 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses.   Where  it  found  a  significant  resuicuon, 
however,  it  did  not  proceed  to  make  the  findings  required  by  section  810(a).    Without 
these  findings,  we  do  not  loiow  whether  Alternatives  D  and  E  are  even  legal.   This 
omission  also  deprives  us  of  the  ability  to  commeni  on  these  findings  once  they  are 
finally  made. 
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The  ANILCA  analysis  is  further  complicated  by  the  assortment  of 
alternatives.   Each  leasing  altemaiive  includes  a  first  sale  and  multiple  sale  scenario. 
Which  scenarios  do  the  ANILCA  findings  consider?  It  is  also  unclear  whether  the 
ANILCA  analysis  considers  cumulative  impacts,  because  the  cumulative  case  is  not 
addressed  in  the  ANILCA  fmdings.   These  findings  are  useless  if  the  review  of 
AltCTnatives  A  through  D  does  not  consider  cumulauve  impacts.   The  ANILCA 
findings  must  be  complete,  as  required  by  Section  810,  and  must  also  clarify  what 
options  are  being  reviewed  and  what  impacts  are  being  considered.  These  findings 
will  be  valid  only  if  they  consider  all  of  the  potential  impacts. 
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Finally,  BLM  has  avoided  some  of  the  most  controversial  issues  by 
artificially  limiting  the  scope  of  the  \APmS  to  the  narrow  question  of  leasing,  without 
considering  other  reasonable  alternatives.   As  previously  mentioned  before,  the 
alternative  of  deferring  leasing  unol  ANCSA  lands  are  conveyed  to  KuukpiV  aiKl 
ASRC  was  not  fiilly  considered.   The  same  is  true  for  ASRC's  proposal  to  exchange — 
lands,  which,  contrary  to  the  Draft,  has  already  been  presented  in  detail  to  the  federal 
government.*'   Similarly,  two  of  the  recommendations  by  the  task  force  panel, 
relating  to  compensation  for  subsistence  damage  and  local  hiring  and  training,' were 
also  dismissed,  without  explanation,  as  beyond  BLM's  legal  authority.'^  NEPA 
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"  n-19. 

"   IV-C-51. 

"  rv-c-s. 


"   A^JX.  D-5.  6. 
"   11-39. 

"  n-40. 
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requires  BLM  to  give  fiill  consideralion  to  all  reasonable  altematNes."  If  BLM 
refuses  to  consider  an  aliemative,  it  must  provide  some  explanation  for  that  decision, 
not  a  simple  refusal."  Inclusion  of  land  trade  aJtemaiives  would  provide  a  complete 
scope  of  alternatives,  which  would  pennii  the  Secreiaiy  to  make  an  informed  decision. 

BLM  must  reopen  the  lAP/ElS  drafting  and  comment  process  to  permit 
consideration  of  these  alternatives  and  interests.   There  has  been  extensive  media 
attention  paid  to  the  tight  time  frame  on  whkh  this  entire  process  has  been  placed. 
Secretary  BabbiU  has  slated  "There  is  no  time  to  spare."*  However,  this  lAP/EIS 
process  is  not  and  should  not  be  a  race  against  time.   The  idea  is  presumably  to  get 
meaningfiil  comments  from  the  public  and  interested  paniej,  not  to  give  them  so  much 
information  and  so  nnich  erroneous,  unfounded  or  incomplete  infbnnation  that  the 
final  preferred  allertative  essentially  escapes  review.   KuiJcpik  is  noi  suggesting  that 
these  are  planned  ccHUequences  of  (he  tight  nme  table  and  the  tush  to  completion,  but 
we  are  stating  that  they  are  actual  consequences  of  this  tush  to  leasing. 

The  idea  must  be  to  do  it  right  and  to  provide  for  meaoingfiil  public 
review  and  comment    That  is  precisely  what  is  now  lacking.    The  Inupiat  culmre 
highly  values  consensus,  which  necessarily  requires  some  time  for  discussion  among 
our  people  after  we  understand  what  is  actually  being  proposed,  t»t  a  welter  of 
options,  none  of  which  reflects  the  final  preferred  alternative.    I  do  not  think  our 
culture  is  so  different  from  any  other  culture  facmg  similar  pttiposals  that  would 
impose  such  major  changes  on  the  community. 

BUFFERS  AND  DIRECTIONAL  DRILLING 


With  advances  in  modem  drilling  technology,  oil  ami  gas  underlying 
sensitive  areas  can  be  accessed  from  outside  of  those  areas.    Kuuiqiik  believes  that 
lauds  within  three  miles  of  Fish  Creek,  the  Colville  River  and  various  nesting  areas 
can  be  leased,  subject  to  strict  lease  stipulations  that  there  be  no  permanent  surface 
strucmres  in  those  areas  and  only  very  limited  and  temporary  surface  access. 


"  40CFR§  1502.14(a). 
"  40CFR  !  1502. 14(a). 
"  Anchoraire  Daily  Newy  2/5/97  Section  B.  p.l. 
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Kuukpik  also  believes,  however,  that  we  must  sec  the  whole  package  of 
BUuI's  preferred  alternative  to  make  meaningful  comments  on  specific  areas  and 
issues. 

CONCLUSION 

Until  the  deficiencies  discussed  above  are  corrected,  Kuukpik  must 
strenuously  oppose  any  federal  leasing  in  the  Study  Area.    We  are  asking  that  our 
rights  be  respected  and  that  the  job  of  preparing  for  and  placing  conditions  on  teasing 
be  done  right. 


issues  fiinher 


We  would  be  happy  to  answer  and  fiirther  questions  or  to  discuss  these 


Sincerely  yours, 
KUUKPIK  CORPORATION 


By 


JToe  Nukapigak 
President 


015 


Mayor  Bra  Nsgoak,  Noni  Slojw  Btroagk 
The  HoDonbfe  BnKc  Babbitt 
TIk  Hongrablc  Ted  Skvciu 
Tlic  Honorable  PnaJc  MuikowiU 

Ibe  HCMUKAble  Oon  Yoong 

Mt.  Ocbonb  WjUiaini 

Araic  SIoixi  iU(i«ul  Coipomioa 

Mr.  Jv:gb  Adwu 

Ciiy  of  Nujqsut 

Nadvc  Village  of  Nujqui 


V-250 


3-12-1998   5:061PM 
■mR-l"i-lS38      15:^1 


FROM   KUUKPIK   CORPORATION   907    dB0   6126 
FROn     MICKS.  BOYD. CHflNDLERitf^pLCO        TO  1907^)806126 


3-12-199B    5:01PM 

•rifK-i?-i'»e    12:27 


FROM    KLaXPIK    CORPORATION    907    ABB    6126 
FRCn     MICKS.  BOYD.  CHfHDLER8,FfiLC0        TO 


1907^8061 2&        Pi  27 


MareJi  26,  1997 
EAX  271-4596 

Mr.  Toiu  Allen 

Sale  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Mauasanent 

222  West  SeveoQi  Annus  #13 

Anchorage,  Alasfcj  99313 

Re:  Ptopoeed  Federal  Lease  Sale  in  NPR-A 
Oai  Mr.  AUea: 

Ai  yoo  are  probaHy  aware,  Kuukpifc  Cotporaikm  is  the  ANCSA  vjUage 

coipotanon  iw  Nuiqsui  and  ihe  Colville  Delia.   The  Dtjanment  of  the  Interior  has 
asked  for  commcms  on  proposals  to  offer  oil  and  gas  leases  in  the  northeast  comer  of 
NPR-A. 

Pmt,  I  want  to  tell  you  a  tew  ftos  about  Kuukpik  and  the  in^wos  of  this 
proposal  on  Knukpifc,  its  present  and  future  shoteboldOT  and  the  laupiat  people    The 
study  area  uKludes  the  City  of  Nuiqsut  itself  and  roughly  40,000  acres  of  Kuukpik 
lands.  In  addition  to  laods  already  ownaj  ot  seleaed  by  Kuukpik,  the  study  area  also 
includes  extensive  fixleral  lands  tradirionally  used  by  Kuukpik  shareholders  and  Nuiqsut 
resideats  for  subsistence.   It  also  includes  lands  used  by  Inupiatt  ftom  other  North  Slope 
vUlages  for  BBbsistencc.   The  most  inlmisive  and  eXKDsive  use  of  the  study  area  is  by  thL 
comtaunity  of  Nuiqsut,  which  Kuukpik  represents.   More  dian  9S  percent  of  the 
rasidcnis  of  Nuiqsut  are  Kuukpik  shardmldere,  are  the  children  of  shareholders  (who 
will  themselves  becoatt  sharcholdere  by  inheritance  or  by  the  issuance  of  stock  to  Na- 
irves  bora  aSer  1971),  or  are  mgnied  to  sbajeboldets. 

Kuukpik's  ooncsems  ejocnd  beyond  lands  it  cunenUy  owns  or  has  selected 
Due  10  (he  huge  areas  required  for  subsistence  in  ihe  Arctic  environment,  the  Imipiat 
villages  have  all  UadJtionaUy  used  more  land  for  subsistfrnce  than  the  ANCSA  settlement 
grants  to  them.   The  lands  traditionally  used  by  Nuiqsut  residents  for  subsistence  extend 
br  beyond  fiie  lands  to  which  Kuukpik  is  entitled  under  ANCSA,  or  even  Kaukpik's 
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entire  ANCSA  Wnhdiaxnl  Area.   The  plannins  ttn^'m^f  fonnally  adopted  by  the  North 
Slope  Boiough,  the  City  of  Nuiqsut.  the  Native  ViUage  of  Nuiqsut  and  Kuukpik 
Corporation  as  establishing  "the  guiding  principles*  for  any  oU  asid  gas  dcvdopmenl 
near  Nuiqsui  eMtnincd  the  gcograplnc  scope  of  Nuiqsut's  suhsiststice  uses.   That 
planmng  document.  Nuiqsui  Paisanich,  A  Culniral  Plan  finds  that  intensive  subsiutctjce 
use  by  the  Nuiqsui  communiiy  extends  as  lu  west  as  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  that 
occasional  use  exlends  nearly  20  miles  to  the  west  of  Tesfaekpuk  Lake.  (pp.  9,  30-32). 
Nnigyn  paj;^yi|<;h  also  recognizes  the  heavy  dependency  of  Nuiqsut  on  these  laals, 
scatii^g  thai; 

Today,  aj  in  the  past,  substsience  harvest  of  wild  resources  is  the  central 
occupation  of  tradidooalist  Enupiat.   Mosi  of  dv  people  in  Nuiqsut  and 
other  oorthem  Alaska  villages  are  iradiiiooalisis.  De^ltc  their  acceptance 
of  many  elements  of  Euro-American  culture,  technology  and  economy, 
these  people  cooiinue  to  participate  in  and  depend  on  itie  subsisteoce  way 
of  life,  either  as  hunters  or  as  sponsois  and  sbareis  of  Ok  hunt. 
Subtinescc  provklet  such  oecessuies  as  food  and  dolhiiie,  and  it  organizes 
the  people's  lives  seasonally,  socially,  and  ceremonially  in  the  defining 
patterns  of  their  culniie.  (p.  24) 

In  a  study  IVom  <  fcw  years  ago.  Nuiqsut  bad  the  highest  per  capita  consumption  of 
game  of  any  village  on  the  North  Slope,  over  300  pounds  per  year.   These  are  (he  lands 
and  the  local  tises  of  those  lands  which  oil  and  gas  [easing  threatens. 

Pol-  all  of  these  reasons,  the  imposed  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  within  the 
study  area  is  of  critical  inqxxlasce  to  Kuulq>ik  and  the  Nuiqsut  comrauiBty  and  to 
Inilpiais  from  other  Nonh  Slope  villages.   The  proposed  lease  sale  is  of  even  greater 
in^ponance  lo  Kuukpik  because  it  includes  the  veiy  lands  firon  which  Kuukpik  must 
conqilctB  its  ANCSA  land  selections.   According  to  BLM  figures.  Kijukpik  is  entiiled  to 
sdect  an  addhioaal  13,121  acres  within  NPR-A.   Kuukpik  hopes  that  that  figure  will 
evemually  be  even  higbar.  since  Kuukpik  has  so  far  received  smaller  allocadons  of  12(b) 
acre^e  fix>ai  ASRC  than  most  of  the  other  North  Slope  village  corporations.   Kuukpik 
still  ht^pes  to  be  allocated  some  of  the  remaining  12(b)  acreage  Aat  ASRC  must  allocate 
among  the  village  coiporatioas  in  its  re^on. 

Kuukpik  docs  not  wish  its  temaining  land  selectitais  lo  be  burdened  or 
complicated  by  previously-entered  federal  oil  and  gas  leases.   Kuukpik's  land  sckciions 
have  historically  been  made  to  protect  subsistence  resources  and  habitat  criiical  to  the 
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lifestyle  of  Ihe  Native  people  of  Ihe  ColvUie  Delia.  Aictic  Slope  Regional  Corpoiation, 
another  Inupiai  orginiralion,  will  presunubly  acquire  the  subsuifece  under  Kuul^ik's 
lands.   It  IS  for  these  two  Inupiai  organizations  to  esteblish  the  necessary  ptotectioiis  if 
any  oil  and  gas  develi^ment  is  to  occur.   Kmikpik  and  ASRC  have  been  worlcing  oti  a 
set  of  protective  msatuics.  Kuul^ik  warns  contractual  rigWs  over  where,  v»hen  and  how 
devetopmeni  occurs  on  Kuuispik's  own  lands.   KuaJcpifc,  ASRC  and  oil  ceanpanies 
intcresicd  in  Kuukpik's  other  lands  have  made  great  progress  toward  agzeemcm  on  such 
contractual  protecttons.  The  proposed  federal  leases  can  only  cotnplicaic  ihc  reaching  of 
these  goals,  which  BIB  intended  to  protect  Inupiat  lands  and  the  Inupiat  culiure. 
Tlwrefore,  Kuukpik  opposes  any  tederal  leasing  within  Kuukpk's  ANCSA  1X(3Q(1} 
Withdrawal  Ana  in  NFK-A  until  Kuulqdk  has  completed  its  sdKtioas  and  ""«' 
Kiiiilii>ili  and  ASRC  have  receiwd  jdl  of  their  convtyanees.  Kuulcpik  will  comment 
separately  on  leasing  outside  its  ANCSA  Withdrawal  Area. 

The  laod,  its  rescurces  and  the  subsisicDce  harvest  of  those  resovirces  are 
an  easencial  part  of  the  faupiat  culiuic.   Protecting  the  land  aod  iis  resources  is  pan  of 
protecting  the  inupiat  culture.  TTie  ANCSA  seOlement  eatJOes  Kuulqpik  lo  only  a  portion 
of  (he  ancestral  lands  of  the  Kuiilqiilfmiut.  Kuukpik  has  only  Ihe  taou  of  an  interested 
party  as  to  much  of  its  homelands.  As  to  the  laois  which  Knulcpik  will  obain  under  the 
ANCSA  scnlemeDt.  however,  the  rcnns  of  any  devdopmcnt  should  be  detcnuiocd  by 
Inupiats  whose  homelands  they  are  and  whose  cutoire  is  dependent  upon  them.  These 
are  Inupiai  issues  on  land  that  will  belong  to  ihe  Inupiat  people.  They  should  be  left  for 
Ihe  Inupiats  to  resolve. 

Kuu^ik's  positun  should  be  mpeLted  br  all  ihete  lOKins.   However, 
there  are  additumal  reasons  Siat  leasing  should  not  occur  over  Kuukpilc'i  opposition. 
Leasins  wifliin  Kuufcpilc's  Withdrawal  Area  over  Kuuiipilc  CorpOiation  opposirirai  would 
be  contrary  to  existing  fixJetal  and  local  laws,  policies  and  findings.   Under  ANCSA. 
jCoagiess  mandaied  feat  the  federaj  govenunent  not  devalue  ihc  land  that  Native 
jcotpoimions  were  to  receive  by  creaong  furfiser  uueicsis  m  it  When  Congress  enacted 
ANCSA  in  1971,  it  promised  land  as  considetaiioo  for  the  setOemeni  of  the  Alasbi 
Nanves'  claims.   Section  II  of  ANCSA  set  aside  speciSc  lands  ibr  the  Natives,  by 
withdrawing  them  from  all  fotms  of  appropilatkm,  to  ensure  that  die  Native  eotiaemenis 
would  not  be  devalued  by  any  fimhsr  dispijsal  or  encumbrances,  inchrding  mineral 
leases.  By  authorizing  this  broad  withdrawal,  Congiess  recognized  the  un^imess  of 
giving  away  ioierests  in  lands  that  had  been  promised  id  Nadves  under  ANCSA.  and 
announced  that  no  other  purpose,  including  mineral  development,  was  nion:  inqxKiam 
than  giving  the  Alasb  Natives  die  land  dicy  dciervcd. 


Mr.  Tom  Allen 
March  26.  1997 
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Unfonunaiely,  ANCSA  set  overly  optimistic  deadlines,  and  unexpected 
circumstances  resulted  in  Kuukpik  (and  odier  Native  corporations)  selecting  less  than 
their  fiill  eimdement  during  ihe  withdrawal  period.  Although  the  withdrawal  expired. 
Kuukpik's  cotiarment  remainBd.  In  1981,  the  United  Slaies  rEaffinned  its  obligaiion  to 
ae  natives  in  Section  1410  of  ANILCA,  whidi  added  Section  22(j)  to  ANCSA.  This 
provision  gave  the  Seceiaiy  lis  seeded  authority  to  fulfill  the  United  States'  promise  to 
the  Natives,  by  iBwiihdrawing  land  lo  perarit  the  Natives  lo  complete  their  selections. 

Section  22(i)<2)  is  intended  to  fidfili  an  agreement  made  in  1971.   To  fliat 
end,  the  itanile  requires  tfw  Seciecny  to  withdraw  the  sanK  lands  previously  made 
available,  and  which  were  promised  to  the  Natives,  in  1971.  When  it  passed  Section 
1410,  Congress  afGrmcd  that  (iilfiUing  its  obligations  under  ANCSA  remained  of  utmost 
importance,  and  directed  the  Secteiaty  lo  give  that  goal  die  priority  it  deserved: 

The  Secietajy  is  to  maJce  every  effort  lo  withdraw  available 
land  for  undei«lected  villages  6om  flic  original  village  and 
deficiency  wiOidrawals.    Lands  considered  available  for 
rewiihdrawal  would  include  ail  lanJs  within  those 
withdrawals  which  was  [sic]  considered  public  land  and 
available  lor  withdrawal  at  the  time  the  ANCSA  was  passed 
in  1971.  inespeciiVE  of  liic  classification  of  the  land 
subsequent  to  the  passage  of  the  ANCSA. 

S.Rcp.  No.  413,  96th  Cong.  2d  Sass.  313  (1980).  reprinted  in  19S0  U.S.C.C_A.N. 
5070,  5257.   Enlering  oil  and  gas  leases  creadog  new  intetesa  in  lands  which  Kuiil^ii: 
(and  in  effect  ASRC)  might  select  is  directly  conoaiy  to  this  Co^^gIession8I  mandate.   In 
Section  22(j)  of  ANCSA.  Ccogress  acknowledged  that  ii  will  abide  by  the  original  rule 
r  tltat  no  further  rights  would  be  created  in  lands  subject  lo  Native  eoiyotation  selection  at 
\^Jeasi  until  those  selections  were  convicted  and  the  conveyances  made.   For  the  Secretary 
Id  follow  Congress'  command,  he  must  use  his  authority  to  protect  the  value  of 
Kuutpik's  enridement,  to  make  die  lands  available  In  the  same  condition  and  under  the 
same  terms  as  when  they  were  promised  in  I9H     Any  odia-  course  would  result  in 
Kuukpik  receiving  less  than  the  full  benefits  which  it  was  promised  under  ANCSA.    As 
to  subsufftcc  under  Kuukpik's  lands  that  may  be  acquired  by  ASRC.  ASRC  osay  well 
(and  as  we  understand  it.  does)  share  Kuukpik's  desire  lo  directly  negotiate  itself  the 
fsmts  of  any  developtnem  of  those  lands. 
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These  are  Kuokpik's  ancestral  Iznls.  Detennioiig  what  uses  wiU  be  nude 
of  ibe  Kuuitpiicmiui's  homelands  and  negodatiiig  ibe  leriiis  of  any  use  directly  a 
Kuulcpik's  job,  not  ibt  federal  gfncaaaem's.  It  is  Kuulcpik  and  its  pnseni  and  future 
sharcholden  who  will  be  affected  oti  a  daily  basis  by  any  oil  and  gas  development.  Any 
federal  leasing  effons  in  the  Withdra>val  Area  only  inteiiciv  with  Kuukpik's  effons  Do 
ensure  local  input  and  self-determination. 

Congress,  tbe  North  Slope  Bonwgb.  (be  City  of  Naiqsut  and  the  Native 
Village  of  Nuiqsut  have  all  recognized  the  importance  of  local  cooBol  over  developnieni. 
a  goal  which  is  flatly  inconsiiteot  with  any  prcposed  federal  leasing  in  Kuukpik's 
Widxbswal  Area  prior  to  the  con^IciioD  of  all  of  Knukpik's  sclecUons  and  conv^aBces. 
In  addition  to  the  withdrawal  policy  expressed  in  ANC3A  and  A3i\LCA  ai  discussed 
above.  Congress  has  also  expressed  a  strcng  policy  that  oil  and  gas  development  should 
not  Occur  at  all  under  village  caiporatioa  lands  in  NPR-A  unless  die  village  cotparaiion 
agrees  that  it  should.  In  Section  1431(o)  of  ANILCA.  Congress  stated  that  ASRC  was 
not  to  acquire  any  mincnl  imeretts  under  village  coiporation  lands  in  NPR-A  without 
ate  coQcunence  of  Oic  village  coiporaiiac.  Even  though  that  {mviekra  does  not 
technically  apply  here,  die  Dqiartmeia  can  and  should  heed  the  underlying  policy  which 
Congress  has  endorsed  and  ensure  that  Kual:])ik's  remaining  land  selections  arc 
conveyed  to  ii  and  its  jhareholden  ftee  of  ajiy  leases. 

Congress  is  not  the  only  governing  body  that  has  endorsed  Oat  policy. 
The  North  Slope  Botough,  the  Ciiy  of  Nuiqtut  and  Ibe  Native  Village  of  Nuiqsut  have 
ail  adopted  and  endotwd  Nuiqsut  Paisanich.  a  punning  document  that  calls  fbi 
maamizing  the  control  of  ttic  comiDuniQ'  of  Naiqsut  over  wfaciiter  and  bow  any  oil  and 
gas  development  occun  near  Nuiqsut.  On  July  7,  199S.  by  ResoUition  954S  the  North 
Slope  Borough  Platudng  Conunission  adopted  and  endoi^  Nuianit  Paisanich.  A  Cultur- 
al Plan  as  establishing  'the  guiding  ptinc^les'  for  any  oH  and  gas  developinent  near 
Nuiqsut.   On  June  26,  1993.  in  a  Uiree  way,  joint  resohiOoiL  the  City  of  Nuiqsut,  die 
NaUve  Village  of  Nuiqttti  and  Kmikpik  Cc^iaiion  all  adopad  and  endorsed  Nuiqaut 
Paianich.  sbting: 

Nuiosut  Paisaajch.  A  Cultural  Plan,  is  adopted  in  whole  and-  is 
representative  of  the  conmion  goal(s)  of  local  conbol  and  self- 
deteitniiiaiioii,  the  protection  of  the  land  and  water  and  subsistence 
resources,  mitigatjon  of  the  negative  iBipaci(s)  which  occur  as  a  result  of 
oil  and  gas  development,  and  the  tnaitiniizatiou  of  ecoooinic  bencliis  and 
cmploymcni  opporrunities  for  the  Kuid^iiEfaiut  today  and  into  the  tuture... 


Mr.  Tom  Allen 
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One  of  the  stated  goals  of  Nniosnt  fi\fWf'fqf],  endorse*)  by  the  North  Slope 
Borough,  the  City  of  Nuiqsut  and  the  Native  Village  of  Nuiqsut,  is  that: 

The  village  should  set  tugb  standards  (^protection  for  its  own  land  and 
resouice  uses.  These  standards  should  conqilenieni  fcdcial  and  state  laws 
and  guidelines  within  an  enlightened  regkioai  managenKat  system...   To 
the  extent  possible,  the  village  should  be  its  own  regulator  and  enforcer, 
with  assistance  Gnom  the  boiough's  public  safety  office  when  ic^iired.  (p. 
S3) 

Tliia  is  exacdy  what  Kuul^ilc  has  been  doing  in  negoliiting  contractually  enliareeable 
environmental  standards  and  protections  with  oil  conqanies  on  Kuulqfiilt's  other  lands. 
ASRC,  the  other  affected  Inupiat  landowner,  has  been  in  agieemem  for  several  yean 
now  (bat  Kuuiqiik  negotiate  and  contract  for  these  protections  dtrecily  with  the  <^ 
companies. 

Kmil^iik's  posilitxi  on  esviroamcnlal  protections  ajsl  direct  Gctzutaciml 
:  rights  to  enforce  those  protections  has  also  been  codoned  by  the  local  cotmnuiiity.   The 
City  of  Nuiqsut  atid  die  Native  Village  of  NiuqsuC  by  the  Joint  Resolution  of  June  26, 
199S.  declared  dial  Kuukpik's  posititins: 

PCIegaiding  the  exploration,  developmcul  and  production  of  oil  and  gas 
resources  from  lands  in  and  on  the  Cohnlle  Kiver  Delta  and  NFR-A  reflect 
the  goals  stated  herein  and  axe  tepieaeotative  of  the  shared  aivl  common 
intetrats  of  all  the  parties  and  thoefoie,  have  the  liill  declaiatoiy  suiqxirT 
of  te  sigiiatots  to  Ifait  joint  ladution  on  bdialf  of  their  respective 
organizadons. 

For  the  federal  govetionent  to  convey  its  tcaaining  seiectioiu  to  Kuu^iilc  with  pre- 
existing federal  leases  would  be  diiECtly  connaty  to  itie  positions  and  policies 
iinanlmmisly  adiqitcd  by  Congress,  the  Nordi  Slope  Borough  and  the  local  comnnmi^. 

ANILCA  also  requires  die  fialera]  govenunent  to  smsigly  weigh 
Gutsisience  uses  in  determining  whether  any  leases  of  federal  lands  vax  occur.   Seciicn 
3120  of  ANILCA  stales  that  no  action  will  be  Dken  which  would  significantly  rraoici 
«iihti..T>n.-..  no.,  "niri"  fjjtain  findinff  r|y|  ^  r^i^j^  All  of  ihose  findhigs  involve  the 
use  of  public  lands,  whereas  here  the  whole  poiiB  is  that  these  lands  are  going  to  cease 
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to  be  pubUc  laaJs  and  b«o™  Kuuiq,*',.  The  fedml  government  ^oiild  not  dispose  of 
mteresu  m  what  are  goa,g  to  be  KwU^iJc-s  l^nd.  oyer  Kuukpif,  objecuons 

«•       .^    ^J^" '=^  *^ '««  O""!  «be  sQndanfa  imposed  under  Section  3l20(a^f3) 
Smce  Kuukpifc  >,  goiog  u.  acquire  4cse  toub  a«J  UiT^d  £oven:^"i.^soSa' » 

^uld  occur  w.th  Kuukpi-s  With4-a,val  Area  in  NPR-A  until  Ku^haT^Sf 
»u«y^ce.  of  all  land,  to  which  it  i,  or  may  become  enutl«J  uh^nSa^ 

Km,Vr.iir-.  wllj^  °°'*?  f°^=' K"*P>k's  commeots  hcte  are  limiied  ro  leasing  within 
«»^l%Tt'^y^'   '^"^**^'»— =P--'yonlea,ing.iLn^ 


Sincerely. 

KUUKPK  CORPORATION 


By 


JATNutapiKak  ^ 


SNuiapigak 
President 


City  of  Nui<}sut 

Native  Village  of  Nuiqsui 

North  Slope  Borough  Planoiag  CommisBion 

Mayor.  North  Slope  Borough 

Arctic  Slope  Regionai  Corporation 

NPR-A  Planning  Team  Leader 

Jim  Duclcer 

Bruw  Babbitt 

Deborah  Wiffiajns 


3-12-1993  5:a4PM      FROM  KUUKPIK  CORPORATION  907  ABB    S12S 

!i!AK-!2-38THl'    4:37  PM     8A3RQ*'  CASLE  TV  FAX  M.     957  BC'Z  5510 

lEPM  FBOM  KUJKPK  COJPORiTICW  SBT   480  Slje 


3-12-19 


KUtKKH.         i^.a4 


FAX27l-S«7y 


KATtV£  VILLAGE  OF  NUIQStIT 

P.O.  Box  112 

Kuinaut,  Alain  nTI9 


Marel  12,  IS9S 


Mr  Gcnr  Tdllnl 
Mr.  iwDiidttr 
NPR~A  naanint  Tun 
Buruu  of  Lud  MwrngtityM 
Aii^  Sum  onfc*  930) 

Andnage.  AK  W513-75» 


Re; 


DilAIAP/EIS 
MTRA  Srody  Aie> 


T2ie  N«trfc  ViKtp  of  Nvi^l  ipw  widi  aad  Bidci«ci  tbe  jxwtiea  of 
Kikikjdc  Caqientjoii  oa  ynfvmi  yaiif  In  N!>K-A  >nt  Oc  dnit  iAP/FJS,  ii  imd  in 
KvuJ^iik's  c«nncn(  Imsr  of  Mait:b  IZ,  1998. 

Gvn  IK  a  E«JUf  you  lavv  vv  qwsiiant. 

Siflcettlx  you?. 

NATIVE  VILLAGE  OF  NUIOSVT 


By 


.*^"«i 
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1670-001 

The  BLM  has  sough!  the  concerns  of  North  Slope  Borough  residents.  The  agency  has  held  ANILCA  810 
hearings  in  conjunction  with  its  public  hearing  in  each  village  in  and  near  the  planning  area  and  has 
incorporated  many  of  their  concerns  into  the  lAP/ElS.  For  a  discussion  of  the  requirements  to  current 
findings,  please  see  Response  1670-012. 

A  revised  draft  lAP/EIS  would  be  appropriate,  if  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  this  final  lAP/EIS 
was  outside  the  range  of  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft.  We  do  not  believe  that  is  the  case.  For  example, 
the  area  made  available  for  leasing  falls  approximately  between  those  contemplated  in  Alternatives  C  and  D. 

1670-002 

State  and  local  governmental  entities  can  regulate  on  Federal  lands  as  long  as  they  do  not  conflict  with 
Federal  puiposes.  The  lAP/EIS  explains  (he  local  land  use  plans  that  exist  in  the  region.  While  we  did  not 
quote  or  reprint  Niiiijxiil  Palscmich.  it  was  taken  into  consideration.  We  agree  that  local  involvement  and 
consideration  of  local  views  is  appropriate.  As  was  demonstrated  by  the  involvement  of  the  North  Slope 
Borough  in  this  process,  we  are  working  closely  with  local  government. 

1670-003 

There  is  a  misunderstanding  with  respect  to  the  scope  of  the  analysis  contained  in  the  leasing  alternatives. 
The  BLM  does  not  intend  to  imply  that  accepting  Alternative  B  will  preclude  any  future  development  in  the 
Kuukpik  Corporarion  Entitlement  LUEA,  only  that  leasing  in  this  area  would  be  postponed  until  Kuukpik's 
land  selections  have  been  satisfied.  The  environmental  analysis  contained  in  the  lAP/EIS  focuses  on  the 
impacts  from  development  on  the  lands  actually  offered  for  leasing.  Under  Alternative  B,  the  analysis  of 
possible  activities  in  the  Kuukpik  LUEA  broadly  would  be  covered  only  in  sections  dealing  with  cumulative 
impacts. 

Postponing  leasing  in  the  Kuukpik  LUEA  will  not  isolate  developments  farther  to  the  west,  effectively 
making  them  uneconomic.  The  proposed  stipulations  in  the  lAP/EIS  do  not  preclude  transportation 
corridors  across  the  Kuukpik  LUEA,  whether  or  not  this  area  is  leased  in  one  or  more  future  NPR-A  lease 
sales.  The  general  concept  is  that  very  restricted  opportunities  for  exploration  under  Alternative  B  will  result 
in  low  industry  interest  in  leasing  and  exploration.  Limited  effort  will  result  in  the  discovery  of  one  sinall 
(65  MMbbl)  field  located  somewhere  west  of  the  Kuukpik  LUEA.  A  field  of  this  size  would  be  too  small  to 
support  the  necessary  infrastructure  costs  and,  therefore,  would  not  be  commercial  as  a  stand-alone  project. 
Marginal  fields  of  this  size  could  be  economic,  if  they  can  be  developed  as  satellite  fields  that  share 
infrastructure  with  nearby  larger  fields.  A  reasonable  distance  between  the  main  field  and  potential  satellite 
fields  is  not  definite,  but  it  is  generally  considered  to  be  less  than  15  to  25  mi.  Accepting  Alternative  B 
would  shift  developments  approximately  this  far  (about  20  mi)  to  the  west,  effectively  eliminating  the 
possibility  of  satellite  development  strategies.  At  this  time,  we  do  not  know  where  tracts  will  be  leased  and 
new  fields  discovered;  however,  the  development  opportunities  would  be  increased  if  the  lands  contained  in 
the  Kuukpik  LUEA  eventually  were  opened,  either  by  BLM  or  Kuukpuk  (after  selection),  considering  the 
proximity  to  the  Alpine  field. 

The  alternatives  represent  a  range  of  options,  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  was  selected  from  the  elements 
contained  in  the  other  alternatives,  including  whether  or  not  to  lease  Kuukpik-selected  lands. 

1670-004 

Figures  II.C.l-l  to  n.C.1-6  have  been  revised  to  reflect  lands  selected  by  Kuukpik  Corporadon  and  ASRC. 
These  lands  would  not  be  made  available  for  leasing  under  any  of  the  alternatives. 

1670-005 

We  have  corrected  the  discussion  of  the  numbers  of  acres  to  which  Kuukpik  is  entitled  and  have  enlarged 
the  Kuukpik  Corporation  Entitlement  LUEA  and  incorporated  this  larger  area  in  the  discussions  (and 
associated  figures)  for  Alternative  B  and  the  Prefeired  Alternative.  The  cominenter  also  is  correct  that  the 


State  will  not  be  entitled  to  any  funds  from  lease  of  tracts  subject  to  escrow  for  ASRC. 

1670-006 

Traditional  knowledge  was  considered  by  various  BLM  in  preparing  the  description  of  the  affected 
environment  (Sec.  Ill)  and  the  environmental  consequences  of  each  management  alternative  (Sec.  IV), 
particulariy  in  the  Subsistence  and  Sociocultural  subsections.  Direct  quotes  from  written  or  oral  testimony 
were  incorporated  into  the  text  that  provided  new,  supporting,  or  contrasting  infonnation  to  the  discussion. 
The  BLM  received  and  considered  dozens  of  hours  of  oral  testimony  from  local  residents.  Also,  the 
traditional  knowledge  included  in  this  document  was  chosen  to  best  represent  historic  Inupiat  attitudes  and 
present-day  hiupiat  concerns  on  the  topics  and  issues  under  discussion  in  the  analysis. 

In  preparing  the  management  alternatives,  including  the  Preferred  Alternative,  BLM  considered  local 
concerns  by  implementing  various  management  actions  which  provided  for  the  protection  of  important 
subsistence  use  areas,  such  as  no-surface-occupancy  restrictions  on  industrial  activities  in  important 
subsistence-use  areas,  and  implementation  of  lease  stipulations  to  maintain  the  abundance  and  availability  of 
important  resources,  and  continued  access  to  traditional  use  sites  such  as  camps,  cabins,  and  hunting  and 
fishing  areas  (see  Response  0106-002).  Prefen-ed  Alternative  Stipulation  61  and  the  development  of  a 
Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  will  enable  BLM  to  maintain  positive  working  relationships  between  the  various 
agencies,  industry,  and  local  communities  and  minimize  and  resolve  conflicts  as  they  arise  during  leasing, 
exploration,  and  development  in  the  planning  area  for  the  life  of  this  plan. 

The  BLM  acknowledges  Kuupik's  concerns  about  the  proper  consideration  and  integration  of  local 
informafion  and  local  knowledge  in  the  NPR-A  lAP/ElS  planning  process.  The  BLM  has  held  a  scoping 
meeting,  an  open  house,  a  public  hearing,  and  a  2-day  Subsistence  Mitigation  Workshop  in  Nuiqsul.  hi 
addition  to  more  recent  input,  20  years  of  past  public  hearings  were  researched  for  local  knowledge. 

1670-007 

The  BLM  has  tried  to  fairiy  include  views  by  including  traditional  knowledge  in  our  analytical  discussions 
by  talking  to  local  communities,  developing  stipulations  responsive  to  local  concerns,  and  proposing  the 
Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  as  an  ongoing  body  to  advise  BLM  on  local  concerns  and  assist  in  resolution  of 
conflicts.  Please  see  Response  1670-006. 

The  BLM  acknowledges  that  local  Native  views  reflect  many  lifetimes  of  experience  and  obser\'ation,  and 
that  they  have  been  hard  won  from  direct  experience  and  practice.  The  comment  that  "Where  local 
experience  conflicts  with  commissioned  studies,  the  Draft  simply  assumes  that  the  Natives  arc  wrong.  .  ."  is 
noted,  and  we  see  in  the  statement  in  question  on  page  IV-C-48  of  the  draft  lAP/EIS  how  the  commenter 
could  construe  linking  statements  by  the  two  knowledge  systems  as  disrespectful  of  the  Native  view.  No 
such  disrespect  was  intended.  The  text  has  been  changed  to  read  "Traditional  Inupiat  observation  and 
experience  affirms  that  whales  are.  .  .." 

1670-008 

The  text  has  been  changed  somewhat  in  response  to  this  comment. 

Regarding  scienfific  knowledge  on  the  issue  of  snow  drifting  along  elevated  pipelines  and  whether  it  would 
block  caribou  movements,  the  following  factors  need  to  be  considered: 

1 .  Five  feet  is  the  minimum  height  that  pipelines  would  be  elevated  above  the  ground,  and  the  pipeline 
will  be  buried  at  some  locafions,  such  as  major  stream  crossing. 

2.  Elevated  (minimum  5  ft)  pipelines  and  their  potential  effect  on  caribou  movements  have  been  studied 
by  scientists  for  more  than  20  years,  ever  since  the  TAPS  was  built,  and  snow  drifting  along  the 
pipeline  coixidor  has  never  been  observed  as  a  problem  for  caribou. 

3.  The  oil  companies  monitor  the  TAPS  and  oil  field  pipelines,  at  least  one  per  week,  ycar-around,  and 
have  never  observed  drifting  snow  to  be  a  problem. 


V-255 


Most  caribou  of  the  North  Slope  migrate  south  of  the  oil  fields,  where  they  do  not  confront  pipelines 

with  drifting  snow.  They  return  to  the  North  Slope  in  the  spring  when  the  snow  melts. 

Drifting  snow  along  the  pipeline  is  expected  to  be  temporary  (the  snow  will  melt)  and  local,  with 

caribou  moving  across  the  pipeline  at  locations  where  the  snow  is  shallow  and  has  melted  away  in  the 

spring. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  37  requires  that  above-ground  pipelines  be  elevated  at  least  5  feet  as 

measured  from  the  ground  to  the  bottom  of  the  pipe.  This  will  in  practice  inake  the  pipeline  higher 

than  required  on  State  leases  because  the  height  will  be  measured  throughout  the  length  of  the  pipe,  not 

just  at  the  VSMs. 

Local  knowledge  will  be  called  upon  at  the  project  development  stage  as  required  under  the  Preferred 

Alternative  Stipulation  No.  61  to  identify  areas  of  special  concern  in  regard  to  elevating  the  pipeline 

above  5  ft. 


1670-015 

The  Kuukpik  Corporation's  comments  were  considered  in  formulating  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Please  see 
Response  1669-009  for  a  description  of  the  restrictions  on  permanent  surface  structures  and  consultation 
requirement  relating  to  Fish  Creek.  In  addition,  no  permanent  surface  facilities  except  necessary,  roughly 
perpendicular  transportation  crossings  would  be  allowed  within  1  mi  of  the  top  of  the  bluffs  along  the 
Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers.  The  same  would  apply  to  the  Colville  River,  except  that  no  road 
crossing  would  be  allowed.  Also,  lessees  specifically  would  be  required  by  Prefeired  Alternative  Stipulation 
61  and  62  to  engage  in  a  consultation  process  with  affected  coinmunities  prior  to  any  exploration  or 
development  actions  on  public  land  within  2  mi  of  these  three  rivers. 


1670-009 

Congress  has  given  BLM  the  responsibility  to  manage  the  NPR-A.  The  BLM  welcomes  the  advice  and 
values  the  expertise  of  North  Slope  residents  and  governing  bodies.  The  Preferred  Alternative  has 
incorporated  a  consultation  process  to  better  access  this  expertise  (see  Stipulation  61).  The  BLM,  however, 
cannot  abrogate  its  decision  inaking  responsibility  regarding  the  NPR-A  to  others. 

1670-010 

At  the  basic  level,  the  lAP/EIS  divides  impact  analysis  between  impacts  from  activities  other  than  oil  and 
gas  and  impacts  from  oil  and  gas  activities.  Within  the  latter,  many  specialists  have  identified  impacts  from 
disturbance  and  from  spills.  Analysts  commonly  identified  more  specific  causative  relationships  between 
elements  of  an  alternative  and  impacts.  For  example,  the  vegetation  specialist  has  identified  impacts  from 
aircraft  landings,  archaeological  digs,  camps,  overland  moves,  seismic  operations,  exploratoi^  drilling,  and 
various  aspects  (gravel  pad,  roads,  pipelines,  etc.)  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development. 

Nearly  all  of  the  difference  in  impacts  among  the  alternatives  derives  from  the  different  areas  available  to  oil 
and  gas  leasing.  The  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  draft  LAP/EIS  and  the  six  analyzed  in  the  final  lAP/EIS 
provide  a  range  of  lands  that  would  be  available  for  leasing.   Determining  the  specific  impacts  of  leasing  or 
not  leasing  along  the  Ikpikpuk  River  or  in  the  Pik  Dunes  area  is  beyond  the  scope  of  an  EIS  and  could  make 
the  analysis  more  difficult  to  comprehend.   Additional  environmental  analysis  will  be  required  to  evaluate 
site-specific  impacts  when  and  if  oil  development  is  proposed  in  the  future. 

The  Final  EIS  for  Sale  170  is  published. 

1670-011 

The  cumulative-case  analysis  has  been  expanded  to  include  an  analysis  for  each  of  the  alternatives  described 
in  the  EIS. 

1670-012 

Significance  determinations  trigger  the  8 10  notice,  hearing,  and  findings  process.  Findings  are  inade  after 
810  procedural  requirements,  including  hearings,  are  complete  and  are  contained  in  Appendix  D. 

1670-013 

The  ANILCA  810  significance  determinafions  for  each  alternative  refer  to  the  first-sale  and  the  multiple-sale 
scenarios.  The  cumulative-case  analysis  has  been  expanded  to  include  an  analysis  for  each  alternative,  and 
these  analyses  are  included  in  the  ANILCA  810  analysis  (Appendix  D). 

1670-014 

Please  refer  to  Section  II.G  and  see  Responses  106-003,  1669-017,  and  AT2-001. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  Arctic  Slope  Native  Association,  Ltd.  (ASNA)  is  the  regional  non-profit  Tribal  consonia 
dedicated  to  and  striving  for  Native  self-determination,  with  headquarters  in  Barrow,  Alaska.  ASNA 
provides  services  under  a  Public  Law  93-638  contract  to  its  Tribal  members  in  the  i'ollowing  communities 
and  are  Federally  recognized  Tribes:  Anaktuvuk  Pass,  Atqasuk,  Kaktovik,  Nuiqsut,  Point  Lay  (has  IRA 
status)  and  Wainwright.  ASNA  also  operates  and  manages  the  Samuel  Simmonds  Memorial  Hospital  in 
Barrow. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  provides  technical  assistance  lo  the  six  Tribal  Councils 
within  the  ASNA  contract  service  area  to  ensure  that  there  is  adequate  management  and  protection  for  the 
areas  Natural  Resources,  both  renewable  and  non-renewable.  The  department  has  been  involved  in 
tracking  concerns  such  as  lease  sales,  and  provides  written  and  oral  comments  on  issues  affecting  our 
Tribal  members.  The  inupiat  people's  concerns  need  to  be  addressed  to  help  protect  potential  impacts 
from  fijture  oil  and  gas  exploration,  which  may  lead  to  development  and  production,  to  our  traditional 
way  of  life.  This  includes  a  variety  of  subsistence  activities  that  occur  year-roLind,  and  includes  caribou 
hunting,  tishing,  bowhead  whaling  and  hunting  migratory  waterfowl.  The  continuation  of  the  traditional 
subsistence  activities  based  on  the  Inupiat  culture  is  as  important  to  us  today  as  it  was  in  the  past.  Our 
people  continue  to  have  lies  to  our  land  and  wildlife  resources  with  countless  generations  of  Inupiat 
people  depending  on  those  resources  to  provide  food  and  clothing. 

Il  is  the  intent  of  these  written  comments  to  protect  ihc  subsistence  resources  important  lo  our 
Inupiat  people  that  might  be  impacted  by  oil  and  gas  activities  in  and  near  the  NPR-.^  study  area.  Ihis 
includes  the  protection  of  all  traditional  uses  by  the  inupiat  residents,  and  includes  varioiis  subsistence 
uses,  Native  allotments,  hunting  and  fishing  camps  and  cabins,  historical  and  cultural  areas  as  well  as  the 
continued  use  of  access  routes. 


March  12,  1998 


Prepared  By: 

Michael  Kaijisan  Pederson,  Natural  Resources  Specialist 

Department  ofNatura[  Resources 


NATIONAL  PETROLEUM  RESERVE-AL.VSKA 

Under  the  original  tenns  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  .\cU  the  Federal  government  did 
not  allow  land  selections  in  NPR-A  away  from  village  areas,  even  though  these  areas  have  been  utilized 
by  residents  for  subsistence  purposes.  The  Inupiat  people  have  always  used  areas  outside  of  selected 
village  lands  as  traditional  hunting  and  fishing  camps  since  time  immemorial.  Countless  generations  of 
Inupiat  families  have  used  their  traditional  lands  to  provide  for  their  families,  relatives  and  friends  in 
times  of  shortages,  and  it  continues  today.  In  addition  to  this,  the  regional  Native  corporation  for  the 
North  Slope,  the  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  (ASRC),  was  limiied  in  its  ability  to  select  lands  that 
arc  important  lo  the  Inupiat  people.  Those  selections  include  lands  thai  arc  important  as  subsistence  use 
areas  for  hunting,  fishing  and  camping,  and  include  Ihose  lands  that  have  possible  economic  potential. 
ASRC  and  village  corporations  should  be  allowed  to  select  its  lands  prior  to  any  effort  by  the  federal 
government  to  open  any  portion  of  NPR-A  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  activities.  .-Mthough  the  lands  in 
question  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM,  federal  policy  is  not  always  compatible  with  the  desires  of 
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the  local  people  who  live  here,  and  ihal  there  is  a  very  valid  concern  about  the  way  any  NPR-A  study  may 
atfect  the  long-term  use  of  certain  areas  of  land  by  our  Inupiat  people.  Such  detrimental  impacts  may 
include  designating  specific  areas  in  NPR-A  as  wildlife  refuges  or  national  parks  that  may  change  tlie 
status  of  lands  in  NPR-A.  It  is  in  the  best  interest  for  lands  in  NPR-A  lo  be  under  [he  continued 
jurisdiction  of  BLM,  under  existing  law.  policy,  regulation  and  practice.  The  experiences  of  residents 
from  Anaktuviik  Pass  under  the  National  Park  Ser\-icc  and  residents  in  Kaktovik  under  the  U.S.  Fish  & 
Wildlife  Service  reinforce  this  decision  lo  have  continued  BLM  jurisdiction.  .Access  to  eei^in  areas  had 
limitations,  thereby  not  allowing  persons  to  practice  their  subsistence  lifestyle. 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  urged  to  require  the  use  of  the  best  available  and  safest 
technology.  The  best  oil-industry  land  use  planning  and  practices  must  be  used  in  connection  with  any 
XPR-A  oil  and  g:LS  leasing  program.  This  will  reduce  impacts  by  reducing  the  footprint  of  exploration 
and  development  activities.  Adver.se  impacts  on  the  land,  the  environment  and  subsistence  resources  can 
be  minimized  with  this  effort.  This  can  be  achieved  by  consulting  with  the  various  village  and  regional 
entities. 


SUBSISTENCE 

flic  subsistence  activities  of  the  Inupiat  people  on  the  North  Slope  is  a  very  important  aspect  of 
our  daily  lives  that  enable  us  to  provide  food  and  clothing.   Sharing  oIThese  resources  is  an  Inupiaq  value 


that  has  been  passed  douii  from  one  generation  to  the  next,  and  it  still  continues  today.  The  protection  of 
our  subsistence  resources  diuing  any  aspect  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  needs  to  be  addressed.  The 
importance  of  .subsistence  resources  is  not  just  limited  lo  the  wildlife,  nor  its  habitat.  II  also  includes  the 
cabins  located  on  traditional  hunting  and  fishing  cainps.  and  the  cultural  and  dietary  importance  of  the 
wildlife  that  is  caught. 
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The  majority  of  lands  in  the  NPR-A  planning  area  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BI.M,  except  for 
small  portions  of  .selected  or  conveyed  lands  by  the  village  and  regional  ANCSA  corporations  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  Nuiq.sut.  As  a  result,  the  regulations  in  the  Federal  Subsistence  Management 
Program  are  followed  under  Title  VIII  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act 
(AN1L.C:a).  The  federal  regulatory  and  management  regime  has  worked  well  when  it  comes  to 
subsistence.  Other  lands  that  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  other  federal  agencies  (U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlile 
Service  and  the  National  Park  Service)  have  proven  difficult,  at  best,  when  it  comes  to  working  with  local 
agencies,  either  on  subsistence  issues  or  differences  of  opinions  on  how  certain  land  designations  will  be 
accomplished.  It  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  local  people  and  the  federal  government  that  jurisdiction 
over  lands  in  the  NPR-.A  planning  area  be  Umitcd  to  the  BLM. 

Several  areas  should  be  deferred  and/or  deleted  from  any  oil  and  ga.s  lease  sale  in  the  NPR-.A 
planning  area  due  to  the  importance  of  the  ecosystem  and  the  wildlife  it  supports.  .ASNA  is  not 
advocating  for  any  special  m:uiagement  areas,  but  is  simply  offering  one  alternative  lo  protect  wildlife 
resources  by  deferring  rho.se  areas  that  are  ecologically  important  to  our  Inupiat  people.    The  western 


shores  of  Harrison  Bay,  the  coast  near  .Atigaru  Point  and  the  land  surrounding  Teshekpiik  lake 
(previously  a  Special  Management  Area)  are  an  important  area  for  the  Tesbekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd. 
Tlus  is  their  calving  area  as  well  as  an  insect-relief  area.  Also,  black  brants  and  several  species  of 
migratory  waterfowl  (geese,  eiders,  etc.)  have  been  known  to  nest  and  moll  in  the  areas  surrotaiding 
Tcshekpuk  Lake.  The  areas  Ihal  are  ecologically  important  include  coastal  land  and  those  lands  directly 
adjacent  to  the  numerous  rivers  and  creeks  found  in  the  planning  area.  It  might  be  in  the  best  interest  to 
delete  or  defer  those  lands  around  the  Tesbekpuk  Lake  area  that  are  home  to  the  caribou  and  several 
species  of  migratory  waterfowl  as  well  as  areas  used  for  subsistence  fishing. 

It  is  necessary  that  all  access  routes  used  by  the  residents  of  the  NSB  lo  their  cabins,  hunting  and 
fishing  camps.  Native  allotments,  subsistence  areas  and  other  traditional  and  cultural  use  areas  lemain 
open  for  use  by  residents.  Residents  must  not  be  impeded  lo  gain  access  to  these  areas  by  oil  and  gas 
leasing  activities  such  a.s  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the  NPR-A  study  area. 


"Ihe  community  of  Nuiqsul  is  presently  surrounded  by  oil  and  gas  development.  There  is  concern 
that  village  residents  in  Nuiqsul  will  have  their  traditional  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  ground.s 
severely  limited.  Fish  Creek  and  the  Nigliq  Channel  provide  an  abundance  of  arctic  Cisco  and  broad 
whitefish,  and  are  importiint  fishing  areas  for  the  residents  of  Nuiqsul.  In  addition,  any  identified 
spawning  areas  for  the  several  species  of  fish  caught  by  Nuiqsul  residents,  and  by  residents  from 
throughout  the  region  in  the  NI'R-.-^  planning  area  should  be  deleted  from  any  proposed  lease  sale. 


If  any  buffer  zones  are  created,  they  should  be  as  minute  as  possible  so  that  the  continued  use  of 
subsistence  areas  is  not  restricted.  This  will  be  an  issue  along  the  rivers,  creeks  and  lakes  in  the  NPR-A 
planning  area. 


rVlPACT  AID 

It  is  imperative  that  impact  aid  be  provided  to  those  villages  located  in  NPR-A.  The  impacts  thai 
may  occur  will  have  a  detrimental  effect  to  the  traditional  lifestyle  of  the  Inupiat  people.  The  Inupiat 
residents  of  the  region  have  been  dealing  with  oil  and  gas  leasing  activities  for  20  years,  and  very  little,  if 
any,  impttci  aid  is  provided,  either  by  the  Federal  or  Stale  governments,  or  Ihe  oil  industry  itself  There 
should  be  no  change  in  Ihe  NPR-A  Special  Reserve  Fund  (A.S.  37.05.530),  this  would  allow  impacted 
communities  to  apply  for  funding  for  essential  public  facilities  and  services  that  any  oil  and  gas  leasing 
activities  may  impact,  or  require. 


HISTORICAL/CUI.TURAI,  RESOURCES 

I'hcrc  are  several  prehistoric  and  archaeological  sites  located  in  NPR-A  that  deserve  protection, 
because  we  as  Inupiat  people  are  slill  learning  about  our  past,  even  today.  The  historical  and  cultural 
resources  have  given  us  the  hindsight  necessary  to  live  a  traditional  lifestyle,  while  taking  the  best  the 
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western  world  !iiis  Lo  offer.  We  are  j^till  learning  about  the  histoiy  of  our  people  through  the  wisdom  of 
our  elders,  and  from  artifacts  collected  by  numerous  archaeological  expeditions.  It  is  imperative  that 
these  resources  are  protected.  Various  sites  are  located  over  a  vast  area,  and  there  are  probably  cultural 
sites  that  havetl't  been  previously  identified  due  to  a  variety  of  reasons.  The  Inupiat  have  a  history  that 
dates  hack  to  about  12, ()()()  years,  and  probably  even  further  than  that  as  new  techniques  become  available 
to  carbon  date  artifacts,  and  the  new  advances  being  brought  to  the  forefront  as  new  archaeological 
evidence  is  found  throughout  the  Arctic. 


NATIVE  ALLOIMF.NT.S 


ASN.'\  realizes  that  BLM  is  aware  of  several  Native  allotments  in  the  area  and  are  considered 
private  property.  It  is  imperative  that  since  there  is  a  very  real  potential  for  trespass  resulting  from  any 
as.sociated  activities  from  oil  and  gas  exploration,  that  the  necessary  permits  arc  approved  before  any 
activity  commences.  This  would  certainly  alleviate  any  fears  of  trespass  problems.  The  survey  of  any 
allotments  that  have  not  been  completed  as  of  yet  would  also  avoid  trespass  problems.  Most  of  the 
allotments  in  the  subject  area  are  approved  and  awaiting  survey.  ASKA  understands  that  some  surveys 
have  been  scheduled  for  the  summer  field  season  in  1 998.  


TRADITIONAL  KNOWLEDGE 


Indigenous  peoples  in  the  Arctic  are  heirs  to  an  extensive  body  of  traditional  knowledge,  based  on 
several  generations  of  collective  observation  and  experience,  which  can  contribute  to  western  scientific 
knowledge  that  is  required  to  successllilly  protect,  monitor  and  restore  Arctic  resources. 

The  traditional  knowledge  of  the  Inupiat  people  will  be  a  very  important  aspect  of  any  action 
related  to  this  process.  It  will  no  doubt  provide  insights  into  the  way  things  work  in  the  .Arctic  that  cannot 
be  described  through  western  science,  and  no  one  else  knows  how  the  resources  will  react  to  certain 
disruptions.  Traditional  knowledge  can  also  include  answers  to  questions  that  have  remained  unanswered. 
Our  knowledge  of  the  land  and  sea,  and  especially  that  of  the  wildlife  resources  and  the  surrounding 
environment  (including  wildlife  habitat)  which  occupy  this  area  is  something  that  will  need  due 
consideration. 

Please  refer  to  comments  that  the  BLM  has  received  from  the  residents  of  the  North  Slope  during 
your  scoping  meeting  process  as  well  as  for  the  public  hearings.  The  transcripts  of  these  meetings 
provides  the  details  about  the  residents  knowledge  of  the  land  and  its  resources. 
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M^c,  Inupiat.  comprise  a  xin^te  Arctic  ref>ti)nal  community  par  thousantis  aj  years,  our  common  econfimic  interests  have 
centered  upon  the  food  chain  upon  which  we  depend  jar  survival  .Vhw,  since  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  strike,  we  have  been 
additianatly  hound  by  the  world's  need  far  our  ail,  gas  and  caa!.  Arctic  knowledge  has  become  a  regional  indicslry  in  which 
the  demand  for  competent  scientists  is  becoming  greater  than  the  supply,  ffowever,  this  regional  industry  is  not  community- 
based.  It  neither  seeks  nor  includes  the  knowledge  tttat  we  Inupiat  possc.i.s.  Arctic  .science  .teems  unconnected  to  the  wealth  of 
Arctic  knowledge  stored  in  our  language:  Inupiaq.  far  from  being  community-based,  the  industry  (if  Arctic  knowledge  is 
controlled  by  e.\.ientially  national  atut  indwiirial  inlercsls.  This  industry  ts  not  organized  to  meet  our  regional  community 
needs,  but  rather  to  meet  other  community  needs.  Needt  liks.'  milHary  defense.  The  needs  of  duck  hunters  of  Detroit  And  now, 
the  pressing  need  for  oil.  gas  and  coal.  .Sharing  is  important  social  behavior  in  the  Arctic.  iVe  want  lo  stiare  our  wealth  in  oil. 
gas  and  coal,  but  we  feel  that  we  must  have  a  say  in  the  means  by  which  our  fuels  are  extracted  from  our  land  Sharing  means 
to  us  that  we  must  be  allowed  to  measure  enviroitmenlal  rish  in  our  own  Inupiaq  language.  For  in  our  language  i.v  a  whole 
natural  science  of  the  :\retic. 

iLben  Itopson,  Sr,,  Mayor  -  Nortti  Slope  Uuruuyli 

Octiiiwr  nm 


ONSHORE  OIL  AND  CJA.S  DEVTlLOPiVlENT  PREFERRED 

ASNA,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  believes  that  it  is  much  safer  to  explore  for  oil  and  gas  reserves 
onshore,  rather  than  offshore,  due  to  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  offshore  oil  exploration  in  the 
outer-continental  shelf  .Altliough  we  prefer  onshore  exploration,  our  concerns  with  the  land  and  sea  arc 
an  important  part  of  our  livelihood.  We  have  experienced  oil  production  on  our  lands  for  over  20  years, 
and  believe  that  onshore  oil  exploration  is  safer  than  exploring  offshore.  Due  to  the  NSB's  strict 
enforcement  of  its  regulations  on  oil  and  gas  activities,  it  has  ensured  environmentally  sound  development 
on  lands  located  within  the  KSB  boundaries.  Several  regional  organizations  and  residents,  including 
elders  who  have  lived  and  himted  oil  the  land,  prefer  onshore  oil  tmd  gas  development  over  the  higher- 
risk  offshore  development  of  the  North  Slope's  imponant  oil  and  gas  resources. 

The  Inupiat  residents  of  the  region,  have  consistently  staled  with  one  voice,  and  ha\e  made  it  clear 
to  several  Federal  and  Slate  agencies,  that  we  as  indigenous  peoples  are  determined  to  maintain  control 
over  the  development  of  our  regions  natural  resources.  Development  on  land  can  be  accomplished  in  a 
re.sponsible  manner  that  docs  not  destroy  our  traditional  dependence  on  the  land,  the  sea  and  the  wildlife 
resources.  E.tploring  lor  oil  offshore  is  delicate  and  risky  where  an  oil  spill  can  be  potentially  devastating. 
On  land,  there  is  the  possibility  for  mitigating  effects  ofan  oil  spill  immediately. 

In  our  region,  where  a  majority  of  our  food  comes  from  the  sea,  onshore  oil  exploration  and 
development  is  preferred  because  of  the  known  technology  that  is  available  (such  as  horizontal  drilling), 
the  many  yeiu-s  of  successful  experience  in  and  around  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area,  lower  levels  of  risk  and  less 
interference  with  marine  mammals  and  subsistence  activities  that  occur  offshore. 

Again,  it  hnH  be  ncccs.sar>'  i"  use  the  best  and  safest  technology  that  is  currently  available  to 
reduce  the  size  of  any  impacts  to  the  environment,  while  maintaining  a  subsistence  lifestyle  for  the 
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Commems  iin  the  Draft  Inlegraled  Aclivily  Pluii'Environmmlat  Impact  SlaiemenI  for  llie  NorlheasKrn  Hlcmmng  Area  of  the 
Nitlional  fi'lrolcum  Reserve  in  Alaikn 


Comments  on  the  Draft  tntefiraletj  Activity  Pian/Envirmtmentat  tmpact  Sralemcnl  for  the  ^-ortheaxle. 
Nutinnal  Pctroieum  Reserve  in  Alaslui 


I  Pltinnin^  Area  of  the 


residents  of  the  North  Slope.  BLM  has  received  several  comments  from  tlie  residents  that  remind  BLM 
that  safe  oil  development  can  occur  in  aii  environmentally  sound  manner,  wiih  minimal  impacts  to  the 
subsistence  lifestyle  of  Ihe  Iniipiat  people,  and  without  any  adverse  impacts  to  the  wide  variety  of  fish  and 
game  resources  tlial  we  depend  on. 


U.MI.AT 


Prior  to  any  future  oil  arrd  gas  exploration  in  the  NPR-A,  concerns  identified  at  Umiat  need  to  be 
addressed.  These  concerns  are  presented  in  subsequent  paragraphs.  These  arc  issues  that  Inupiat  residents 


are  fearing  if  nil  exnloration  is  allowed  in  some  portions  of  (he  NPR-.A.  The  federal  government  was 
inslriniicntal  in  Ihe  mess  and  it  was  lel'l  behind,  nothing  was  really  done  to  gel  it  cleaned  up  or  addressed. 
Only  a  fexv  issues  have  been  addressed.  This  mess  at  Umiat  is  a  direct  result  of  oil  and  uas  exploration. 

Subsistence  hunters  from  the  communities  of  Nuiq.sut,  Anaktuvuk  Pass  and  narrow  as  well  as 
from  otlier  villages  on  Ihe  North  Slope  have  been  known  to  utilize  the  Umiat  area  for  subsistence 
activities.    The  U.S.  Navy  built  the  Uiniat  facility  and  research  station  in  the  1 940's.    Umiat  was  also 


utilized  as  a  gateway  for  initial  nil  and  gas  exploration  on  the  North  Slonc.  During  (his  time,  large 
quantities  of  hazardous  chemicals  were  used  and  apparently  buried  in  the  area.  In  the  summer  of 
1995.  inspectors  and  field  representatives  from  the  North  Slope  Borough  (NSB)  and  residents  from 
Nuiqsul  found  evidence  of  a  landfill  in  the  Colvillc  River  and  open  wells  filled  with  dicsel  and  petroleum 
products,  ll  was  also  discovered  that  the  Colvillc  River  was  cutting  a  new  channel  through  an  abandoned 
dump. 

ASNA  was  fortunate  to  have  grant  funds  available  from  the  Administration  for  Native  Americans 
to  mifigale  environmenlal  impacts-  to  Indian  lands  due  to  Department  of  Defense  activities.  1-unds  were 
used  to  produce  an  Environmental  Site  .f^ssessment  (ESA)  and  a  Qualitative  Risk  Assessment  (QRA). 

fhe  following  are  the  idenfified  contaminants  of  concern  found  at  Umiat: 


♦  .i\rsenic  ♦  Benzene 

♦  DDD  «  DDF, 

♦  Lead  in  water  ^  Lead 

♦  PCB(Aroclor  1260)  ♦  Dioxin 


♦  Benzo(a)pyrene 

♦  DDT 

♦  PCB(Aroelor  1254) 


The  conclusions  and  findings  of  the  ES.\  and  QR.A  are  as  follows: 

A  landfill  used  during  the  1973  Navy  clean-up  was  placed  in  the  flood  plain  of  the  Colville  River. 
The  gravel  cover  for  Ihe  landfill  has  been  eroded  by  the  intermittent  flow  of  water  and  ice  through 
the  channel  revealing  drums,  military  vehicles,  batteries,  and  assorted  debris.  F.vidence  that 
fonnerly  landfilled  material  and  associated  contaminants  have  been  transported  downstream  was 
observed. 
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->  A  second  landfill  near  former  Umiat  Test  Well  Hi  is  apparently  under  the  active  channel  of  the 

Colville  River. 
■*         Uiniat  lest  Wells  were  .sealed  with  an  luetic  pack  of  diesel  and  at  least  one  well  (Umial  C6)  was 

observed  to  have  no  cap.  Additionally,  at  an  area  east  of  flmiat  Test  Well  S5,  suspected  petroleum 

hydrocarbons  were  observed  discharging  directly  into  the  Colville  River.     The  source  of  Ibis 

product  is  interpreted  to  he  a  bum  pit  that  was  constructed  during  drilling  and  used  again  in  the 

1  973  remediation  efforts. 
■*         Two  samples  were  analyzed  with  total  PCDUs  (a  form  of  dioxin  from  PCBs)  at  two  chlorination 

levels.     A  Cotal  of  five  targeted  polychlorinated-dibenzo-i'urans  (PCDFs)  were  detected  in  two 

samples  submitted  for  analysis. 
■*         Pesticides  and  polynuelcar  hydrocarbons  (PAIIs)  were  detected  in  a  moss  sample  collected  where 

caribou  were  obscrx'ed  grazing.    This  sample  was  considered  an  accurate  representation  of  the 

caribou  fodder  in  the  Uniiai  area. 

One  recommcndafioii  that  will  have  to  be  considered  is  the  detailed  animal  migration  and 
toxicology  studies  that  need  to  be  performed  to  sec  if  these  identified  contaminants  have  been  introduced 
into  the  food  chain. 

For  more  information,  please  reference  Ihe  following  reports: 

1 .  Enviroittttitntal  Site  Assassntt^nt  Final  Report     Utftiat,  Mtiska 
Prepared  by  ACRA  Farth  &  finvironmental.  Inc.,  .lanuary  1997 

2.  Qimliiative  JVi.yA  Assessmnrtt  Final  Rcpiirf  -  Umial,  Alaska 
Prepared  by  ACiRA  Farth  &  Environmental,  Inc..  .lanuary  1997 


SELECTED  REFERENCES 
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11  is  appropriate  to  mention  the  Congressional  mandate  in  Section  105  (c)(1)  of  the  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserves  Producfion  Act  of  1976  (Public  Law  94-258).  This  section  directed  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  "lo  comlncl  a  study  to  tlclcrmine  the  values  of,  ami  best  use.t  far.  hiniis  cunlained  irt  the 
reserve  taking  into  eonsideralion...lhe  Natives  who  live  or  depend  upon  such  land...  "  As  a  result,  this 
study  provided  a  comprehensive  statement  on  Native  dependence  and  livelihood,  historic  values  and 
Native  recreation.  Fhe  primiuy  focus  was  to  provide  a  background  for  understanding  Inupiat  land  use 
values  over  time. 

To  gain  a  better  understanding  of  the  Inupiat  peoples  use  of  the  land  and  its  resources,  .ASNA 
would  like  to  add  the  fiillowing  references  for  additional  background  material,  \vhich  may  provide  useful 
information: 
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CommerUs  <m  the  Draft  Infcaratcci  AclivUy  f'lun/EnvironmcnHi!  Impact  ^lah'.mfnl  far  rhe  Norifieastcrn  Pkirmiiig  Area  o/rhc 
Niiliimul  Pcirateum  Resetve  tn  Alaska 


Commfnts  on  the  Draft  Intef^rnW-iI  Activity  f'lun''Envrrtinmi'ntul  Impact  StalemjfU/or  the  ^Northeastern  Plaimitiy,  Area  of  the 
Ndfionul  Pairnhum  Reserve  in  Aiasku 


1 .  Native  I.ixelihaod  &  Dependence,  A  SSudy  oj  Land  Use  Values  Through  Time 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  105  (c)  Land  Use 
Study,  1 979 

2.  Ecohf^ical  Frofile,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Petroleum  Resei-ve  in  Alaska 
105(c)  Land  U.se  Study,  1978 

Currently,  the  community  ot  Nuiqsut  is  the  only  village  in  the  NPR-A  study  area,     luibrmation 
about  the  subsistence  harvest  of  wildlife  resources  is  available  and  contains  information  for  a  one-year 

period: 

3.  \'otih  Slope  Borough  Suhsistenve  Harvest  Documentation  Project:  Data  for  Nuiqsut. 
Alaska.    For    The    Period  July    l.    !994   fo   June    30.    i995.    Department   of  Wildlife 
Management,  North  Slope  IJorough,  1997 

Additionally,  a  study  on  the  village  of  Nuiqsut's  traditional  land  use  area  was  completed  in  1978,  and 
revised  in  1988: 

4.  Land  Use  Values  Though  Time  in  the  Nuiqsut  Area,  North  Slope  Borough  and  The 
Anthropology  and  Historic  Presen-ation  Section  of  the  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit, 
University  of  Alaska,  Fairbanks.  1 988 
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Please  be  reminded  at  public  scoping  meetings,  the  Native  community  expressed  its  concern  for 
protecting  subsistence  resources,  and  the  need  to  hetter  identify  and  protect  important  subsistence  harvest 
areas.  There  is  a  need  to  present  cumulative  impacts  as  well,  no  matter  how  difficult  that  is.  This  was 
raised  because  of  the  incremental  development  surrounding  the  village  pf  Nuiqsut  and  the  fear  of  loss  of 
subsistence  use  areas,  and  the  impacts  development  has  on  migratory  animals,  such  as  caribou. 
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ASNA  is  opposed  to  aiiy  new  special  management  areas  that  may  be  created  or  discussed,  as  well 
as  the  expansion  of  any  existing  special  areas.  ASNA  also  opposed  any  federal  wilderness  and  wild  and 
scenic  n\CT  designation.s  within  NPR-A.  New  conservation  units  within  NPR-A  are  opposed  as  well. 


CONCLUSION 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  activities  should  proceed  in  appropriate  areas  subject  lo  responsible,  state-of- 
the-art  regtilations  and  stipulations  which  will  protect  the  land,  the  environment,  fish  and  wildlife,  other 
subsistence  resources  and  the  traditional  uses  of  the  Inupiat  people,  including  their  culture  and  interests  ol 
all  residents  in  the  North  Slope  region. 

There  can  be  balanced  oil  and  gas  development  on  land,  but  there  is  a  need  to  take  into 
consideration  (iie  fnupiat  peopJc's  cu/turaJ  /ive/ihood,  ihc  concern  about  rinpacfs  lo  wWdliiQ  res'ourccs,  its 
habitat  and  the  subsistence  activities  that  are  tied  to  the  land. 


DRAFT  INTECIIATED  ACTIVITY  PLAN/ ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


ASNA  is  disappointed  that  the  BLVl  did  not  identify  a  preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  EIS. 
ASNA  would  have  liked  to  debate  the  merits  of  any  chosen  alternative,  and  does  not  have  the  necessary 
staff  and  technical  resources  available  to  review  each  proposed  alternative.  ASNA  Is  also  hesitant  on 
what  will  actually  be  included  in  (he  final  EIS.  It  is  so  often  that  a  federal  agency  decision  is  made 
without  respect  to  the  identified  concerns  in  scoping  meetings  and  public  hearings,  and  that  the  impacts  of 
those  decisions  affects  the  residents  who  reside  in  the  area.  Again,  please  reier  to  the  transcripts  in  the 
scoping  meetings  and  public  hearing  process  to  identify  those  concerns  aitd  be  responsive.  The  biggest 
fear  that  ASNA  has  is  that  the  impacts  of  any  decision  will  create  impacts  to  the  people  who  live  here  and 
we  are  the  people  who  vvill  have  to  live  with  a  federal  agency  decision.  The  impacts  to  future  generations 
of  Inupiat  residents  are  not  well  understood. 


The  draft  did  not  contain  the  necessary  scientific  information  prepared  by  dozcjis  of  scientists  over 
the  years,  and  does  not  refer  to  any  tif  the  studies  conducted  by  various  organizations  that  identify  impacts 
and/or  addresses  mitigation  measures.  Although  the  BUM  has  worked  hard  in  working  with  the  concerns 
of  the  residents  by  coordinating  a  symposium  on  the  wildlife  in  NPR-A  and  ia  gearing  up  a  subsistence 

oversight  panel  neces.sitaies  the  concern  for  subsistence  as  well  as  the  protections  t"or  the  fish  and  game 

resources. 
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oil 


Families  rely  on  the  land  and  the  sea  for  caribou,  marine  mammals,  fish  and  other  wildlife  for 
food.  All  oil  development  activities  must  be  conducted  in  places  and  in  ways  thai  do  not  interfere  with 
traditional  subsistence  hunting  activities. 


..  ..First,  without  direct  Inuit  involvcmcnl  and  panic  ipat  ion  there  can  lie  no  assurances  that  resource  dwciopmenl  in 
the  Arctic  will  occur  yvithout  serious  envirofimenliil  consequi;nces  Ours  is  the  larii^uoge  o/  tlie  ice.  and  our  knowledge  of  the 
Arctic  has  never  been  adequately  assimilated  into  the  cotnmunit}'  of  industrial  and  scientifn.  Arctic  hiowU'xl^e.  Second,  the 
Arctic  m».il  be  viewed  as  a  iorfiigiwiLS  re^^ion  for  plamnn^  and  envirorimental  protection  purposes.  An  environmentai 
accident,  whether  il  he  an  Arctic  oil  spitt  or  the  dene}>ration  oj  caribou  calving  areas,  will  afjccf  all  Inuit  who  rely  upon  the 

resources  of  ihe  Arctic  for  substxience After  itic  mineral  resources  of  the  Arctic  have  been  taken,  it  must  remain  possible 

jor  our  culture  to  survive. 


Ahorij^inal  ri^ihis  in  and  titles  to  the  i 
that  region. 


■cunipolar  region  or  parts  of  if  must  be  settled  before  de\-elopment  proceeds 


Subsistence  hunling  is  an  inalienable  n^hf      Tlw  Irmil  must  not  he  made  lo  sacrijlcc  their  vullure  and  subsistence 
right.-i  as  the  price  ofcitlier  development  or  national  poiilicci!  trodeojfs. 

Arctic  Policy;  The  Local/Regional  Persptctivt 
l>y  Eugene  firowcr  and  .lanics  Stotls,  l')84 
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1671-001 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  the  BLM  will  defer  from  its  first  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  those  lands  Kuukpik 
identifies  for  selection. 

1671-002 

Proposed  stipulations  and  particularly  the  creation  of  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  were  designed  to 
address  local  subsistence  and  cultural  issues  and  the  protection  of  these  resources  in  terms  of  their  cultural 
and  dietary  importance.  The  Preferred  Alternative  includes  several  stipulations  that  specifically  address  local 
concerns  on  subsistence  access,  resources,  traditional  land  use  sites,  and  cainps  and  cabins  (see  Stipulations 
39,  59-62  and  64).  The  BLM  also  proposes  the  formation  of  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  (see  Sec.  1I.F.6)  to 
provide  a  forum  for  addressing  ongoing  and  future  subsistence  issues  with  regards  to  oil  and  gas  activities. 

1671-003 

The  BLM  recognizes  the  importance  of  subsistence  to  the  lives  of  North  Slope  residents.  Stipulation  60 
prohibits  oil  and  gas  lessees  from  unreasonably  restricting  subsistence  users'  access  to  oil  field  development 
areas.  In  addition,  lessees  are  required  by  Stipulation  61  to,  among  other  things,  consult  with  local 
communities  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  regarding  potential  conflicts  between  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  and  subsistence  activities  and  to  report  to  BLM  concerns  expressed  by 
subsistence  users  and  the  steps  the  company  has  taken  to  address  the  concerns. 

1671-004 

Important  fish  habitat  will  be  protected  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  primarily  by  restrictions  on  surface 
occupancy  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development.  For  example.  Stipulation  39  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  prohibits  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  (except  essential  pipeline  and  road  crossings)  within  a 
certain  distance  of  a  number  of  waterbodies.  The  Preferred  Alternative  estabhshes  a  3-mi  setback  on  either 
side  of  Fish  Creek  for  much  of  its  lower  length,  and  a  Vi  mi  setback  for  the  rest  of  the  stream. 


1671-009 

All  of  the  references  suggested  by  ASNA  already  have  been  consulted  and  are  cited  in  text  in  various 
subsistence  and  sociocultural  sections  of  the  draft  EIS.  Different  citings  in  the  text  and  in  the  bibliography 
may  have  created  some  confusion.  Native  Livelihood  cind  Dependence:  A  Study  of  Land  Use  Values 
Tlinnijih  Time,  U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  1979  was  cited  as  North  Slope  Borough  Contract  Staff,  1979; 
Ecoloi;iail  Profile,  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  1978  was  cited  as  USDOl.  BLM,  1978b;  North  Slope 
Borough  Subsistence  Harvest  Documentation  Project:  Data  for  Nuiqsut.  Alaska.  For  the  Period  July 
1.1994  to  June  30.  1995,  Departtnent  of  Wildlife  Management,  North  Slope  Borough,  1997  was  cited  as 
Brower  and  Opie,  1997;  Unid  Use  Values  Through  Time  in  the  Nuii/sul  Area,  North  Slope  Borough  and  The 
Anthropology  and  Historic  Preservation  Section  of  the  Cooperative  Park  Studies  Unit,  University  of  Alaska, 
Fairbanks,  1988  was  cited  as  Hoffman,  Libbey,  and  Spearman,  1988. 

1671-010 

Please  see  Response  1670-0060. 

1671-011 

The  Final  lAP/ElS  will  incorporate  the  findings  of  additional  studies  brought  to  our  attention  by 
commenters. 

1671-012 

Protecting  subsistence  resources  and  uses  has  been  a  major  concern  for  decision  makers.  The  Preferred 
Alternative  contains  many  protections.  This  includes  establishing  some  no  surface  occupancy  areas  and 
adopting  a  number  of  stipulations  to  specifically  protect  subsistence. 


1671-005 

The  "buffer  zones"  created  under  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39  apply  to  oil  and  gas  lessees,  which 
restrict  the  siting  of  permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  on  subsistence  resources 
and  uses.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  62  identifies  land  use  areas  that  are  important  for  subsistence 
users  and  resources  in  which  the  lessee  must  initiate  the  consultation  process  outlined  in  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  61.  Access  by  subsistence  users  are  not  restricted  in  those  areas  identified  in 
stipulations  39  and  61 . 

Preferred  Alternauve  Stipulation  79  creates  a  buffer  zone  of  1 00  feet  along  lakes  and  streams,  in  which  no 
permanent  structures  can  be  built,  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  of  concentrated  human  use  on  water  quality 
and  aquatic  habitat.  This  stipulation  may  apply  to  future  cabin  construction. 

1671-006 

All  Native  Allotments  within  the  NPR-A  Planning  Area  and  those  immediately  to  the  west  of  the  Ikpikpuk 
River  have  been  scheduled  for  survey  in  1998.  Once  these  parcels  are  surveyed,  BLM  should  be  able  to 
reduce  trespass  conflicts. 

1671-007 

Please  see  Response  1 670-006. 

1671-008 

Please  see  Response  1669-025.  The  problems  identified  concerning  solid  and  hazardous  wastes  at  the  Umiat 
Site  predate  the  strict  environmental  regulations  we  now  have.  Many  of  the  practices  that  caused  the 
concerns  and  problems  at  Umiat  now  are  prohibited  or  restricted  by  stipulation,  mitigation  measures,  and 
existing  Federal  and  State  laws  and  regulations.  See  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  1,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7,  9,  10. 
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March  12,  1998 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office  (930) 
222  W.  7tli  Avenue 
Anchorage,  Alaska  995 1 3-7599 

Subject:  Comments  on  KPRA  Draft  EIS,  Cultural  Resources 

To  The  NPRA  Planning  Team: 

Although  I  have  concerns  for  a  number  of  areas  covered  by  this  EIS,  I  will  restrict  my 
specific  comments  only  to  the  cultural  resources  section,  pages  in-C-4  to  IU-C-7.  These 
comments  are  based  on  my  own  experience  in  Alaskan  culmral  resources  studies  spanning 
nearly  twenty  years,  and  more  than  ten  years  involvement  with  research  in  NPRA  and 
elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope. 

General  Comments; 

As  a  review  and  analysis  of  existing  data  as  required  under  NTiPA,  the  section  III 
description  of  the  environment  falls  short  by  a  wide  margin.  This  provides  neither  an 
adequate  summary  of  existing  data,  nor  docs  it  analyze  those  data  in  any  meaningful 
manner.  I'licre  needs  to  be  systematic  review  of  literature,  organized  in  some 
understandable  way  (by  sub  region,  by  time  period,  etc.),  instead  of  the  author's 
rambling,  "Mesa-centric"  view  of  the  NPRA.  What  are  the  number  of  known  sites  we  are 
dealing  with?  How  are  lhe.se  broken  down  by  time?  What  previous  research  has  been 


carried  out?  What  subareas  of  NPRA  have  previous  surveys  covered?  Basic  literature  for 
NPRA  is  completely  omitted:  noticeably  lacking  are  the  annual  reports  by  Edwin  S.  Hall  Jr. 
compiled  during  the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s  for  the  NPRA/USGS  exploration  program. 
It  is  not  my  place  here  to  review  the  literature  for  you,  but  summaries  of  the  NPRA 
literature  are  provided  in  numerous  reports  by  USGS,  ELM,  the  Park  Service  105(c) 
studies  and  elsewhere. 


Especially  given  the  "early  man"  emphasis  of  the  draft  EIS,  it  is  noteworthy  that  iniporlanl 
early  archaeological  sites  and  related  environmental  data  from  northeast  NPRA  are  not  even 
mentioned.  Of  particular  importance  are  fluted  points  found  by  Craig  Davis  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  area,  and  the  significant  Pleistocene  dune  fields  reported  by  a  number  of 

researchers,  notably  David  Carter  of  L'SGS.  Even  more  importantly,  especially  to  the  

people  living  on  the  North  Slope  today,  this  review  almost  totally  ignores  the  recent  end  of 
the  time  scale.  There  are  highly  significant  late  prehistoric  and  historic  period  sites, 
including  major  village  sites  in  the  Colville  River  basin,  and  otiier  sites  along  the  Ikpikpiik 
River  and  along  the  coast,  that  are  of  profound  significance  to  the  Inupiat  people.  These  arc 
totally  ignored  in  the  draft  EIS  and  must  he  addressed. 
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These  cominents  do  not  address  .section  fV  "Environmental  Consequences"  other  than  to 

emphasize  the  importance  of  following  section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation 

Act.  All  areas  of  proposed  ground  disturbing  activities  need  to  be  inventoried  and  evaluated 
prior  to  proposed  actions.  This  work  would  be  best  done  by  private  contractors  under 
contract  to  individual  lease  holders,  not  by  BLM  government  researchers.  This  is  especially 
true  in  Northeast  NPRA,  in  areas  underlain  by  the  relict  Pleistocene  dune  field.  Also,  the 
Section  106  pr(x:ess  now  more  than  ever  stresses  consultation  with  Native  American 
groups  as  part  of  the  process.  This  needs  to  be  discussed  in  greater  detail.  In  what  ways, 
and  when  in  the  process,  are  Native  Americans  invited  to  participate  in  the  Section  106 
process  in  NPRA?  The  writer(s)  of  this  section  need  to  re-read  the  revised  NHPA  laws  and 
regulations,  especially  those  found  in  36  CFR  800. 

Specific  comments:  

Paragraph  I .  "there  is  no  locale  in  the  western  hemisphere  that  is  more  historically 
significant  than  Alaska's  north  slope"  is  another  Mesa-centric  view  of  the  universe,  that  is 
not  only  very  debatable  by  other  researchers,  but  also  inconsiderate  to  indigenous  people  in 
other  parts  of  the  hemisphere  who  have  their  own  proud  culture  history  and  creation  myths 
that  signify  to  them  the  importance  of  their  homeland.  

Paragraph  2.  "By  consensus  of  the  intemational  community,  the  Mesa  site  is  considered 
one  of  the  most  important  archaeological  sites  in  the  western  hemisphere"  begs  the  same 
response  as  the  preceding  conmient.  The  Mesa  site  is  an  important  site,  however,  there  is 
no  "consensus"  regarding  its'  standing  in  the  National  League  of  archaeology.  When  were 
these  ballots  cast? 


Paragraph  5.  "...the  only  place  where  the  culture  history  of  our  half  of  the  globe  can  be 
traced..."  is  ridiculous.  What  docs  the  north  slopes'  culture  history  have  to  do  with  the 
Amazon  basin  or  the  rise  of  Mayan  civilization,  except  for  the  question  of  new  world 
origins? 

Paragraph  5.  "considered  by  most  scholars  to  represent  the  first  indigenous  North 
American  culture."  Again,  there  is  no  consensus  on  this  topic. 

Paragraph  6.  Where  do  these  dates  on  Northern  Archaic  come  from?  The  benchmark  site 
by  which  the  Northern  Archaic  is  defined  in  northern  Alaska  is  the  Onion  Portage  site  on 
the  Kobuk  River.  There,  the  two  regional  variants  of  Northern  Archaic,  Palisades-Tuktu 
date  to  5800-4100  BP,  not  8500-4500  as  suggested.  Elsewhere  in  Alaska,  Northern 
Archaic  may  persist  to  as  recently  as  2000  BP.  In  Anaktuvuk  Pass,  it  may  dale  to  as  early 
as  6500  BP.  


Paragraph  7.  It  is  not  correct  to  suggest  that  the  cthnographicaUy  -defined  term  "Eskimo" 
began  5000  years  ago.  Some  ancestral  group  to  the  modem  Inupiat  speakers  may  have 
lived  on  the  North  Slope  then,  but  it  is  doubtful  they  called  themselves  "Eskimo".       


Paragraph  8.  Thule  needs  to  be  discussed;  uideed,  all  of  the  archaeological  cultures 
discassed  here  need  to  be  presented  in  a  coherent  framework  instead  of  this  rambling 
folk.sy  narrative. 

Paragraph  10.  The  word  "Century"  is  mis-spelled.  

Paragraph  II.  It  is  open  to  considerable  debate  whether  or  not  there  is  12,000  years  of 
"continuous"  occupation  on  the  north  Slope.  For  one  thing,  not  all  scholars  accept  the 
earliest  dates  from  the  Mesa  site,  accepting  instead  a  dating  more  in  the  vicinity  of  9730  to 
10,240  BP  instead  of  1 1,700  BP.  Continuity  cannot  be  demonstrated  across  time  or  space 
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on  the  North  Slope  until  the  phases  of  the  Arctic  Small  Tool  tradition  are  considered;  some 
workers  would  even  question  the  continuity  across  the  ASTt. 


Paragraph  1 1.  This  discussion  fails  to  meaningfully  analyze  the  sites  in  NPRA  in  terms  of 
temporal,  cultural,  and  geographic  distribution.  How  does  this  relate  to  planning  for  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development?  There  needs  to  be  some  discussion  of  the  utility  of 
developing  a  predictive  model,  presumably  one  that  is  GlS-based,  to  predict  site  kx:ations 
based  on  factors  such  as  geography,  environment,  and  culture. 


Paragraph  12.  The  Traditional  Land  Use  Inventory  of  North  Slope  Borough  is  a  significant 
database  of  site  information  that  is  of  critical  importance  to  understanding  the  historic 
period  in  Northern  Alaska.  This  section  needs  to  be  developed  more,  taking  into  greater 
consideration  the  TLUl  and  other  sources  of  ethnohistoric  and  historic  sources. 
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Summary: 

We  recommend  this  section  of  the  draft  EIS  be  substantially  re-written.  As  it  now  stands,  it 
fails  utterly  to  provide  a  meaningful  analysis  of  existing  data,  does  not  review  the  existing 
literature,  and  thus  fails  to  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA. 

Thank  you  for  providing  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  NPRA. 


Sincerely, 


^Kj.    C-u<^    -<fcivA-tL^ 


S.  Craig  Gerlach 
Associate  Professor 


1672-001 

The  general  number  of  known  archaeological  sites  for  the  entire  NPR-A  as  well  as  the  Northeast  NPR-A 
Planning  Area  is  provided  in  Section  III.C.2.  The  data  necessary  to  comprehensively  categorize  sites  into 
occupational  tiine  periods  are  not  available  and  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document.  Additional 
references  concerning  previous  research  pertinent  to  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  have  been  added. 
Section  II1.C.2  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this  information. 

1672-002 

Additional  reference  to  previous  cultural  resource  research  pertinent  to  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area 
has  been  added.  Section  I11.C.2  has  been  niodilicd  to  rcllect  this  information. 

1672-003 

While  the  emphasis  of  Section  III.C.2  of  this  document  is  not  just  the  "early  man"  aspect,  but  the  overall 
cultural  history  of  the  North  Slope  in  general  and  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  in  particular,  we  agree  that 
some  references  to  applicable  research  were  overlooked.  Additional  references  have  been  added  and  Section 
III.C.2  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this  information. 

1672-004 

Except  as  examples  demonstrating  the  time  depth  of  human  occupation  on  the  North  Slope,  no  specific  sites 
or  locales  are  mentioned.  A  general  time  line  of  cultural  history  of  the  North  Slope  is  presented  and  a 
substantial  portion  is  devoted  to  the  late  prehistoric  and  historic  time  periods.  In  addition,  the  North  Slope 
Borough's  Coinmission  on  Inupiat  History,  Language,  and  Culture  is  referred  to  as  an  extremely  important 
information  source,  particulariy  through  its  Traditional  Land  Use  Inventory.  We  wish  to  emphasize  that  the 
primary  purpose  of  this  lAP/ElS  is  to  provide  information  to  the  general  public  sufficient  to  understand  the 
potential  benefits  and  impacts  of  possible  activities  that  might  occur  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area. 
It  is  not  intended  to  be  a  comprehensive  treatise. 


1672-005 

In  general  we  agree  with  this  statement.  Although,  we  are  unclear  as  to  the  significance  of  the  Pleistocene 
dune  field  vis-a-vis  government  versus  private-sector  researchers. 

1672-006 

We  are  aware  of  the  BLM's  responsibilities  regarding  Native  American  Consultation,  as  per  Section  106  of 
the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  the  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act,  and  the  Native 
American  Graves  Protection  And  Repatriation  Act.  As  stated  in  the  draft  lAP/ElS,  the  North  Slope  Borough 
has,  from  the  very  beginning  of  the  process,  been  an  active  participant  in  the  development  of  this  document. 
As  such,  consultation  and  input  has  occurred  on  a  regular  basis. 

1672-007 

Although  the  quote  is  presented  out  of  context,  we  agree  that  the  complete  statement  may  benefit  from 
clarificafion.  This  is  a  general  statement,  delivered  from  a  logical  perspective,  for  the  puipose  of  pointing 
out  that  Northern  Alaska  was  probably  the  first  place  that  a  biologically  viable  human  population  resided  on 
the  soil  of  the  Western  Hemisphere.  As  such,  it  can  be  viewed  and/or  revered  as  a  hallmark  locale — the 
point  of  beginning  for  the  evolution  and  subsequent  diversity  of  New  Worid  cultures. 

1672-008 

We  agree  that  this  is  overstated.  Section  III.C.2  has  been  modified  to  refiect  this  information. 

1672-009 

The  quotation  in  this  comment  is  taken  out  of  context  and  apparently  misunderstood;  therefore,  some 
clarification  is  needed.  The  statement  is  intended  to  convey  the  perspective  that  Northern  Alaska  probably 
was  the  eariiest  locale  of  human  occupation  in  the  Western  Hemisphere  and  continued  to  be  inhabited  from 
that  time  to  the  present.  As  the  commenter  notes,  the  statement  addresses  New  World  origins  and  is  not 
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intended  lo  address  cultural  evolution  or  presence  beyond  Northern  Alaska.  The  statement  simply  addresses 
the  probability  that  human  occupation  of  the  Western  Hemisphere  occurred  first  on  the  North  Slope  and 
therefore  human  habitation  covers  a  longer  span  of  time  there  than  elsewhere  in  this  Hemisphere. 

1672-010 

No  consensus  is  implied.  In  its  entirety,  the  sentence  reads;  "Paleo-indians  are  thought  to  have  evolved  from 

the  mix  of  Old  World  cultures  contained  in  the  Beringian  holding  pen  and  are  considered  by  most  scholars 

to  represent  the  first  indigenous  North  American  culture."  However,  some  clarification  may  be  of  benefit  to 

this  statement.  Accordingly,  Section  I1I.C.2  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this.  ^"'^  ^'"^  Blank 

1672-011 

We  agree.  A  portion  of  this  Section  I1I.C.2  paragraph  was  inadvertently  left  out  of  the  draft  lAP/EIS. 
Section  I1I.C.2  has  been  modified  to  refiect  this  information. 

1672-012 

The  term  "Eskimo"  as  used  in  Section  1II.C,2  of  this  document  is  based  on  material  culture  identifiers  and 
similarities  in  the  archaeological  record  and  not  on  an  ethnographic  derivation.  However,  we  agree  that 
because  the  English  word  "Eskimo"  stems  from  the  French  corruption  (Eskimeaux)  of  an  Algonquian  (Cree) 
word  "Askimowew"  meaning  "eaters  of  raw  meat,"  that  the  cultural  groups  we  identify  as  "Eskimo"  never, 
until  recent  times,  used  that  word  to  refer  to  themselves. 

1672-013 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  lAP/EIS  is  to  provide  information  to  the  general  public  sufficient  to  understand 
the  potential  benefits  and  impacts  of  possible  activities  that  might  occur  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning 
Area.  Therefore,  as  per  Section  1I1.C.2,  a  general  time  line  of  culture  history  of  the  North  Slope  is  presented 
rather  than  a  comprehensive  cultural  chronology. 

1672-014 

The  spelling  has  been  corrected. 

1672-015 

Whether  there  has  been  12,000  years  of  conrinuous  human  occupation  of  the  North  Slope  is  in  reality  a  moot 
point.  Given  the  accepted  cultural  chronology  of  the  area  it  would  be  unlikely  that  humans  have  not 
occupied  northern  Alaska  since  the  time  of  their  initial  arrival. 

1672-016 

As  previously  mentioned,  the  primary  purpose  of  this  lAP/EIS  is  to  provide  information  to  the  general  public 
sufficient  to  understand  the  potential  benefits  and  impacts  of  possible  activities  that  might  occur  in  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  Therefore,  as  per  Section  III.C.2,  general  information  is  presented  rather 
than  a  comprehensive  treatise.  The  distribution  of  known  archaeological  sites  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A 
Planning  Area  is  shown  on  the  cultural  resource  map  found  in  this  section.  Additional  information  is 
available  in  the  North  Slope  Borough's  Tradifional  Land  Use  Inventory.  We  agree  with  the  coinmenter  that 
other  things  need  to  be  done  to  develop  a  complete  picture  of  North  Slope  cultural  resources.  Such 
undertakings  are  not  required  or  necessary  at  the  LAP/EIS  level,  but  are  necessary  and  required  at  the 
Environmental  Assessment  level.  However,  as  the  commenter  stated  in  Comment  1672-005,  most  of  such 
work  would  best  be  done  by  private  contractors  under  contract  to  individual  lease  holders,  not  by  BLM 
government  researchers. 

1672-017 

Please  see  Response  1672-016. 
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i-AUCh  12.  IWj 

G«n«  Terland 
BLM  cgjo) 
Alaska  State  Office 
:22  W.  7th  Ave 
Anchorage,  AK  995 13-7599 


Following  are  my  comments  on  the  Draft  lAP/ElS  for  the  Northeast  National 

Petroluem  Reserve 

I  am  opposed  to  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  at  this  time,  with  the  Draft  lAP/EIS  as 
the  vehicle.  If  [  had  to  pick  an  Alternative,  I  would  choose  Alternative  A. 
not  beo3.use  1  thmk  drilling  is  incompatible  with  an  oil  reserve,  but  because 
the  ai'eas  that  should  not  be  leased  and  the  areas  that  in  fact  may  not  be 
leased  enjoy  no  real  protection  from  roads,  pipelines,  or  materials  sites- 
intrusions  that  impact  the  abundance  and  availability  of  wildlife,  and  the 
feel  of  the  place.  What's  more,  the  EIS's  narrowly -focused  analyses  give  a 
superficial  ovenziew  of  tiie  issues  in  question;  the  depth  of  analysis  is  not 
there  to  make  well-rounded  decisions  or  to  present  all  the  management  tools 
necessary  for  the  Secretary  to  enact  his  decisions. 

Reading  the  lAP/EIS  raised  more  questions  than  gave  answers.  As  a 
courtesy,  at  least,  I  had  asked  in  scoping  that  you  answer  the  public's 
questions  before  you  drop  us  more  information  on  your  march  to  your 
deadline.  That  we  don't  have  the  answers  to  our  questions  makes  me 
wonder  if  you  read  them  in  the  first  place. 

Instead  of  printing  "the  BLM"  every  time,  I  have  opted  to  use  instead,  "you" 
to  indicate  the  agencies  involved  in  the  planning  and  development  of  this 
EIS. 

PROCESS 

Discussion  of  H««<1 


rae  EIS's  discussion  of  Need  for  the  lAP/EIS  (Sec.  lA)  is  important.  This  was 
your  opportunity  to  build  your  legs  to  stand  on,  to  speak  to  the  reasons  for 
moving  ahead— Is  there  a  need/why  is  it  ne^cessary  to  t.ake  up  the  lAP  and 
the  leasing  EIS? 


You  took  up  the  lAP/EIS  to  "determine  the  appropriate  multiple-use 
management  of  the  area."(I- 1) " " . . .  because  the  lands  being  esamined  have 
a  multitude  of  values;  we  are  not  doing  this  just  to  consider  oil  and  gas 
le.asing."  (Summary,  p.  0  Tet  you  did  not  describe  how  use  levels  other  than 
oil  and  gas  activities  have  increased  or  are  projected  to  increase  in-iepend^nt 
of  oil  and  gas  activities  in  an  area  hundreds  of  miles  from  roads  with  a 
resident  population  of  450.  Hovr*  hav^  use  levels  increased  over  the  last  ten 
years  for  recreation,  sport  fishing,  subsistence,  etc.  and  is  the  change 
significant  enough  to  manage  for?  I  don't  think  they  have;  you  are  throwing 
otiier  uses  into  the  mis  now  because  they  wiU  be  impacted  by  opening  to  oil 
and  gas.  Oil  is  driving  this  process  and,  as  itc=  user  whose  impacts  are  being 
planned  for,  the  oil  industry  and  its  North  Slope-wde  impacts  need 
exhaustive  analysis. 

You  offer  an  associated  justification  of  need  in  this  clause:  "to  stem  the 
decline"  on  the  North  Slope(EIS  Summary,  p.  v) .  Related  to  Need,  there  is 
not  adequate  consideration  of  other  opportunity  (other  oil  reserves)  on  the 
North  Slope,  nor  are  the  projects  considereddable  VI  -G- 1 )  cast  in  that  light: 
Are  there  enough  prospects  on  the  Slope  that  NPR-A  acreage/oU  might  glut 
the  North  Slope  producers?  (who  are  already  stemming  the  decline)  And 
how  does  that  answer  get  us  to  the  Need  to  plan  for  leasing  nov/? 

Leasing  is  at  Secretairy's  discretion.  There  is  no  legal  hammer  to  force  the 
Secretsjy  to  plan  for  leasing  or  to  lease  now.  Leasing  is  simply  providers  tor 
in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Production  Act.  V'^hat  is  the  fire  under  tlie 
Secretary's  feet— what's  the  need? 

How  is  the  national  interest  in  conservation  serve-a  by  leasing  the  MPRA 
when  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  is  still,  by  all  accounts,  stiU  up  for 
grabs?    A.nd  how  does  leasing  a  Vrild  piece  of  land  that  happens  to  be  a 
petroleum  reserve  fit  with  "the  total  energy  needs  of  the  Nation"?  (1-2) 

Please  revisit  the  issue  of  Need  and  give  us  a  good  reason.  


001 


Discussion  of  Scope 

There  is  no  titled  discussion  on  scope.    Your  Issues  section  on  1-9  is  perhaps 
your  try  at  scope.  If  so,  then  -ivhy  is  it  not  so  entitled?  The  scoping  issues 
you  ruled  out  are  Usted  on  n-.39  and  it  is  reasonable  that  they  be  printed 
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tog^tner.  It  is  reasoaabte,  too,  ttiat  you  actively  direct  tlie  reader's  attention 
to  tlw  issues  considered  and  the  issues  rejected  so  that  he/she  can  decide  if 
participating  in  the  the  EIS  process  is  worth  his/her  time. 

The  scope  of  a  study  is  critical.  For  this  EIS,  the  scope  determines  how  much 
Lnlormation  you  can  consider  to  make  your  decision,  what  management  tools 
are  available  to  the  Secretary  to  piclc  from,  and  the  range  of  public  values  for 
public  land  you  consider  vahd.  Like  an  agency  trying  to  have  a  nice,  little, 
compact  study  to  bat  back,  and  forth,  you  chose  to  narrow  your  scope. 

The  scope  of  this  EIS  and  its  Alternatives  ^vrongfully  ranges  narrowly  from 
status  quo  management  to  full -tilt  leasing.  The  scope  needs  to  be  broadened 
t^  at  least  include  consideration  of:  1.  real  protections— Wilderness  aad/or 
National  wildlife  Refuge  status,  or  your  best  equivalent.  2.  whole  NPR-A 
planning  3-  a  more  reaUstic  list  of  development  projects  4.  a  cumulative 
impact  study  for  the  oil  Industry  across  the  slope. 


Preferred  Alternative 

Chicken.  Disengenuous.  Apt  words  to  characterize  your  handling  of  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Unprepared  or  unwilling  to  give  a  DRAFT  indication  of  Interior's  leaning,  you 
tried  to  make  hay  of  the  fact,  staUng  that  you'll "...  select  a  Proposed  Action 
after  receiving  comments  from  the  pubUc."  (EIS,  11-19).  That  would  be  high- 
minded  if  it  weren't  deceitful:  before  making  a  /inaJ  decision  in  the  FEIS, 
you  would  have  taken  comment  on  the  Preferred  Alternative  had  you 
advanced  a  Preferred  Alternative. 

Ducking  a  Preferred  Alternative  is  unusual,  by  Sally  Yi^isely  in  her 
presentation  to  Partners  Without  Borders  (Second  International  Conference 
on  Natural  Resources  and  Cultural  Heritage,  November  1 7-2  0,  1 997.  Tempe,  _ 
A^).  Also  unusual  is  the  public  not  having  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Secretary's  Preferred  Alternative,  the  government's  proposed  action,  when  it 
is  released  this  sunirner.  Yes,  there's  tie  thirty  day  appeal  period,  but  that  is 
not  the  same  or  as  useful  as  a  public  comment  period. 


Timeline  — 

The  most  ';ons!stenLJ" -raised  question  in  scoping  was,  "Why  an  13-month 
planning  timeframe?"  That  question  was  raised  at  every  scopmg  meeting— 
in  Barrow,  Atqusuk,  Kuiqsut,  Fairbanks,  and  Anchorage.    Fairbanks  Regional 
Director,  Dee  Ritchie,  God  bless  him  lor  his  c-andor,  said  it  best  in  Nuiqsut: 
'Tnat  tim*  frame  was  chosen  in  a  meeting  by  the  Sec.  of  the  Interior  and  the 
Governor  of  this  State.  That's  a  political  decision."  (Scoping  Meeting,  Nuiqsut, 
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Aprn  10,  1997)  Though  scoping  was  purported  to  be  the  time  to  identify 
Issues  and  pressing  quesUoas  that  need  answer  in  the  EIS,  novrtiere  in  the 
EIS  was  this  collusion  mentioned  in  answer  to  the  public's  question  (which 
still  is  asked  and  unanswered). 

This  is  a  very  important  document  for  the  Planning  Area  and  the  whole  NPR- 
A.  A  political  deadline  is  the  wrong  impetus  in  a  science-based  process.  It 
puts  at  risk  the  resources  v/ithin  the  NPRA  and  people  vAo  value  them. 
Please  slow  down.  We  need  a  thorough  and  honest  discussion  of  need  for  the 
!  AP/EIS,  a  broader  scope,  a  draft  Preferred  Alternative  in  a  Supplemental 
EIS  and  sLtty  days  in  which  to  evaluate  it. 

PRODOCT 
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NEPA  Tiering 

This  EIS  sets  precedent  for  all  future  actions  in  the  NPR-A.  This  EIS  wiU  be 
the  bible  of  the  HPR-A,  the  seminal  document  from  which  all  future  actions 
will  tier.  All  future  actions  may  require  an  E!  S,  but  are  more  likely  to 
reqmre  only  an  EA  or  an  administrative  decision  (EIS,  p.  1-9,  11-35).  All  oil 
and  gas  activities  within  the  Northeast  Planning  Area-development  plans, 
drilling  plans,  transportation  plans,  additional  oil  and  gas  lease  sales -will ' 
refer  back  to  this  lAP/SIS,  as  will  e'j^aosi-.ms ioto otJuv parts ci  U10 MPS-A. 

The  oil  and  gas  activities  that  this  lAP/EIS  will  allow  give  aom^ntuin  to 
those  activities  within  the  planning  area.  For  example:  An  area  is  leased  to, 
say,  ARCO.  They  find  oil  and  want  to  produce  it,  but  it  is  within  a  proposed ' 
high  use  goose  lake  buffer  zone.  ARCO  submits  its  development  plans,  etc. 
(and  maybe  says  it's  marginal  economically  and  asks  for  waivers).  The  AO 
handles  it  with  an  EA  or  an  administraUve  decision  wliich  will  Ukely  give 
greater  weight  ts  AKCO's  investment  in  leasmg  and  esploration,  and  to 
ARCO's  need  to  access  the  resource.  Once  permitted,  oil  facilities  can  degrade 
values  on  adjacent  lands  U)  the  point  that  those  values  may  no  longer  have 
to  be  considered  because  they  no  longer  exist.  Mom^ntvjs  redoubles. 

What  this  EIS  allows  will  be  allowed  in  tJie  planning  area;  what  this  EIS 
allo'A^  will  be  a  starting  p<jint  for  planning  in  other  parts  of  NPR-A.  With 
that  in  mind,  the  DEIS  would  benefit  from  better  analyses  and  a  wider  array 
of  management  tools  to  accommodate  a  broader  range  of  public  values  for 
pubUc  land.  — 


No  Protections 

This  Draft  lAP/ElS  will  provide  documentation  and  analysis  for  all  lutijre 
NEPA  actiw.s  in  the  MPR-A,  but  it^  :3Cope  precludes  w-avs  to  protect  habitat 
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if  iSi^mi?j}t-W2i  { 3ia  pifKemeal  pianning)  is  a  valid  concept,  the  only  wiy  to 
fully  protect  otlier  values  is  to  prohibit  certain  access  and  certain  uses  on 
certain  lands. 


Secretary  Babbitt  has  the  authority  under  (42  USC.  s  s  6504(b),  6506)  to  give 
"...  masiaium  protection  01  such  surface  resources  to  the  extent  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  [the]  Act  for  the  exploration  of  the  Reserve.'  The 
Act  does  not  require  that  all  of  the  HPR-A  or  all  of  a  portion  be  leased. 
Federal  regulation  43  CFE  236 1.1(e)(1)  spells-out  the  Secretary's  range  of 
authority  to  protect  surface  values,  including  prohibiting  certain  access  and 
certain  uses  on  certain  lands.  Armed  with  the  necessary  authority,  the 
Secretary,  as  the  decision -maJier,  needs  documentation  in  the  FEIS  to  bring 
to  his  attention  to  lands  where  prohibitions  of  industrial  activities  may  be 
desirable 


Your  attempts  at  protection:  32  stipulations.  Wild  and  Scenic  River,  and 
Special  Areas.    The  82  stipulations  presuppose  industrial  activity  and  so  are 
geared  toward  mitigating  impacts.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  "Wild"  classification 
covers  an  insignificant  .5  mile  corridor  on  either  side  of  the  river,  would  stop 
^/«11  before  the  delta,  short  of  the  right-of-way  ARCO  is  using  to  put  its 
Alpine  pipe,  the  sites  where  a  road  is  likely  to  cross  the  Colville  (either  BIA 
or  Alpine).  It  also  has  the  self -eliminating  suitability  test  wherein  "wild" 
designation  needs  local  support.  Special  Areas  confer  no  special  protections 
on  an  area— in  fact  the  lands  in  a  Special  Area  are  undifferentiated  from 
lands  outside  the  Special  Areas  in  terms  of  protection.  Special  Areas  will 
receive  "maximum  protection,"  yes,  but  at  the  Secretary's  discretion,  which 
needn't  tie  encumbered  by  the  need  for  real  protections  tjecause  they  are  not 
considered  in  this  DEIS. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  River  sop  is  prot^ably  doomed.  Because  it  may  not 
work,  I  urge  you  bo  find  another  way  to  accommodate  all  the  pubUc  input 
favoring  WSS  designation.  Interpret  support  for  WSS  as  supp-jrt  for  real 
protections. 

An  example  of  inconsistency  in  the  EIS  that  imperils  sensitive  areas  without 
real  protections.  "Any  future  expansion  into  NPR-A  by  the  oil  and  gas 
industry  would  be  accomplished  from  existing  Nortii  Slope  infrastructure" 
(EIS,  p,  in-C-53).  "...  [Sjtaging  areas  are  very  important  components  to 
development"  given  the  need  for  stockpiles,  remote  assembly  of  facilities, 
etc.  :ind  it  is  "more  cost  effective  to  rec<cupy  easting  sites"  (EIS.  IV-A- 11). 
That  leaves  Lonely,  smack  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  ARCO's 
ritpert  MlKe  Joyce  smcvths  things  ever:  "As  much  as  it  can,  A^SCO  woijld  try 
to  avoid  another  Deadhorse  in  NPR-A."  (Proceedings  of  the  Teshekpuk  lake 


007 


Mfii  Caribou /Waterfo\».n  impacts  Analysis  Workshop  p.s)  So  how 'bout  it? 
Hov/  ab<5ut  some  clarity  on  this:  how  will  NPR-A  development  be  supplie;3~ 
and  how  will  that  impact  wildlile  and  habitat,  subsistence,  and  recreational 
uses,  and  what  can  be  done  to  deal  mth  it? 


The  FEIS  needs  to  incorporate  real  protections  into  the  Alternatives  so  that 
the  Secretary  might  find  the  necessary  documentation  to  guide  his  discretion 
to  prohibit  access  and  activities  in,  say,  the  CRSA  and  the  TLSA. 


I  support  addition  of  the  Pik  Dunes  Special  Area. 

I  oppose  the  Umiat  Airpark.  As  even  the  igas  EIS  recognized.  Tourism  may 
increase  to  the  Reserve  if  visitor -oriented  facilities  and  activities  are 
increased"  (FEIS  on  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing,  bUA,  l'3d3)-  I'm  for  people  using 
the  wilderness.  But  I'm  against  giving  it  to  them  or  making  it  easy.  We  all 
need  more  practice  relying  on  our  capabilities,  not  what  some  one  or  some 
agency  can  do  for  us. 


Please  prohibit  leasing  and  sijrface  occupancy  (by  industrial  oil-related 
faciliUes)  in  the  CRSA,  the  TLSA,  all  the  medium  and  low  petroleum  potential 
portions  of  the  planning  area.  That  still  leaves  about  450,000  acres  of  high 
petroleum  potential  for  the  oil  companies  to  fight  over  in  the  first  lease  sale. 

Dismissal  of  Wilderness 

You  eliminated  from  consideration  ^vilderness  qualities  and  permanent 
protection  for  those  qualities.  You  admit  that  solitude  and  primitive 
conditions  prevail  in  the  Planning  Area.  Eliminatirfg  wilderness  protection 
from  the  Alternatives  is  at  odd  with  fact  and  the  need  to  protect  wild 
country. 

What  today  better  characterizes  tlie  ^rPS-A  and  much  of  the  planning  area 
than  wilderness?  It  is  said  that  wilderness  is  in  your  mind.  It  is  not 
Wilderness  is  a  feeling:  the  grizzly  is  not  a  figment  of  your  imagination,  any 
more  than  going  hungry  is  in  your  mind,  or  being  two  hundred  miles  from 
help.  Serious,  long-term  protectjon  for  qualities  like  solitude,  silence, 
challenge,  open  space,  vronder,  and  wild  animal  populations-tJiat's  what  you 
nee<S  fa  fit  into  your  management  plan  because  that's  what  exists  in  the  land 
now  and  tjiose  are  among  the  qualities  likely  to  take  it  hard  from  oil 
development. 

I  don't  think  you  have  done  enough  to  ensure  the  continuance  of  the  feeling 
of  the  place.  There  needs  to  be  serious  measures  in  place  to  prohibit 
activities  in  support  of  industrial  activities  that  threaten  other  uses. 
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Wilderness  d«-signations.  National  Wildlife  Refuge  status,  or  a  Special  Areas 
witli  leasing  and  s'jrface  occupancy  prohibitions  would  do  the  job.  


The  quality  of  scenic  discussions  leaves  much  to  be  desired.  For  evaluation 
of  the  scenic  and  recreational  qualities,  you  rely  on  pre-AHILCA  HCRS 
reconnaissance  trips.  These  people  were  Ukely  jaded,  having  sp^ent  the 
summer  in  the  Brooks  Range.  The  subtle,  sweeping  qualities  of  the  foothills 
and  coastal  provinces  were  lost  on  thern-thafs  why  the  planning  area  ranks 
a  very  subjective  X'  on  most  SQRU  tests. 

Much  has  changed  since  ANILCA  days.  Namely,  America's  appreciation  lor 
vrild  couatr/  is  keener  and  the  KPR-A  is  being  opened  again  with  greater 
chance--if  not  certainty— of  development  You  seem  to  be  operating  on  the 
basis  of  a  now-defunct  statjement  in  the  ROD  for  the  1 983  E!  S:  ■'NPR-A  is  a 
frontier  area  where  little  is  known  about  specific  oU  and  gas  potentials,  costs 
of  development  are  ejitremely  high  and  overall  risks  for  developers  are 
great"  (p.  5) 

Please  protect  the  Colville  SA  and  the  TLSA  and  the  Pik  Dunes  and  the 
[kpikpuk  River  from  industrial  development  activities.  Statutory  protections 
can  be  rewritten  in  the  future,  but  with  oilfield  facilities  in  sensitive  areas, 
there  is  no  going  back  in  this  lifetime. 
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I  se«  there  being  essentially  a  threesome  of  related  values  in  the  NPR-A: 
subsistence  uses  and  habitat  needs,  and  \«ld  aspects.  You've  held  symposia 
on  subsistence  and  goose  and  caribou  to  learn  hc^v  to  mitigate  for  these  uses 
and  these  animals.  You  should  have  had  one  for  wilderness  qualities  and 
how  to  protect  them.  I  recommend  that  you  now  convene  a  panel  of  experts 
on  vnlderness  values  and  protections  in  the  NPR-A. 


WtolS  HPRA 

That  same  mcm^ntum  mentioned  above  that  favors  oil  first  over 
subsistence,  habitat,  and  \nlderaess  iiee<is  \-vill  transfer  to  the  rest  oi  the 
MPRA  v/hen  you  say  it's  time  to  start  planning  there. 

To  blithely  dismiss  whole-NPR-A  planning  because  it  "would  take  much 
more  time  and  eifort"(NPR-A  P.ep'jrt,  Issue  1,  March  ig??)  is  unconscionable, 
espedally  when  Deborah  V?  iiliams  said  ominously, " . . .  tlie  plannmg  area 
does  not  capture  the  entirety  of  the  industr/'s  interest  in  MPR-A.  As  soon  as 
the  dust  settles,  vAether  we  will  offer  another  area  for  lease  will  be  tne  nest 
que-3tion."  As  tc.  tlie  prohibition  on  mineral  extraction  in  the  western  NPRA, 
she  continue*!  ' . . .  v>?e  do  know  there  are  other  minerals  in  the  NPR-A,  so  we 
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esp-ect  [the  closure  on  minerals]  to  change  in  time. 
planning  wiU  occur  in  other  areas. 


-  (]ix  6/4/'??)  aear  that 
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Assumption  of  No  Koads 

This  is  either  a  huge  oversight  or  it's  a  joke.  If  you  were  serious  about  oil 
development  being  achieved  without  roads,  you  would  have  made  a 
stipulation  concerning  the  prohibition  of  roads— at  least  a  road  connecting 
NPR-A  t5  Kuparuk. 

By  assuming  roadless  development,  you  have  ducked  some  important 
questions  for  mitigating./protecting  values. 

This  concept  of  roadless  development"  is  a  new  concept  (EI  S,  IV-A- 1 1 )  that 
has  no  history  by  which  to  judge  it  Alpine  and  Badami  are  the  poster 
children  of  roadless  development  They  are  small  fields  which  could  not 
alone  bear  the  cost  of  gravel  road  construction.    But  they  could  bear  the  cost 
of  a  pipeline,  the  most  important  aspect  of  commercial  expansion: 
infrastructure.  It  being  m  place,  they  can  bring  other  fields  on  line,  at  which 
point  a  road  may  t)e  required.  ARCO's  eapert  Mike  Joyce  reminds  us  that 
'The  current  assumption  is  that  sales-oil  pipelines  from  NPR-A  would  not 
have  associated  roads,  butthis  would  have  to  be  decided  on  a  case-by-case 
basis.  Eventually  there  could  be  a  threshold  number  or  size  of  fields  when 
roads  to  the  oilfields  are  less  disturbance  than  the  alternatives."  (Proceedings 
of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  Caribou /Waterfowl  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop. 
P-5) 

With  Alpine's  operating  record  not  even  in  the  making  yet,  it  would  be 
prudent  to  wait  until  Alpine  is  up  and  running  to  see  how  roadless 
development  works,  how  the  Alpine  Subsistence  Oversight  Panel  works  (as 
a  model  for  JIPR-A  oversight). 


Failure  to  cliaracterize  oil  Industry 

Understanding  the  beast  leads  to  proper  handUng.  Understanding  the  beast 
also  brings  light  to  the  question  of  vrtiether  or  not  there  need  to  be  lease 
sales  in  the  KPR-A.  I  don't  know  vrtiat  more  I  can  do  to  iUustrate  a  healtJiy, 
adaptive  and  well-fed  beast  that  does  not  need  to  be  fed  more  just  yet 

lien  Thompson's  "Ho  decline  after  'dy"  sums  it  up:  the  outlook  on  the  Nortii 
Slope  is  brighter  now  Uian  it  has  been  in  years.  Publications  have  variously 
portrayed  the  fortune  of  the  North  Slope  oil  patch  as  in  a  "Resurgence" 
(.Maska  Journal  of  Commerce,  5/5/97),  a  "Boom"  (Daily  Ne',vs  Miner,l/19/g7) 
upon  which  investors  .are  "Bullish"  (The  Alaska  OH  and  Gas  Reporter, 
2/17/97.) 
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Tv-;o  brand  new  developme-nts  could  Save  lar-reaciaiag  consequences, 
'/*.etlier  your  interest  is  the  Nortti  Slope  s  ecol'jgy  or  Alaska's  economy. 
Alpine  is  a  thirty  mile  leap  to  the  west  and  Badami  is  a  thirty  mile  leap  to 
th*  east  Each  is  a  large  enough  field  to  carry  the  cost  of  the  infrastructure 
for  future  development  in  their  respective  'wings'  of  the  North  Slope.  (The 
Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter,  1/30/93.  "Badami's  Success  Critical:  Field  could 
open  the  door  for  future  marginal  field  developments  in  Alaska" ).  It's  one 
step  at  a  time  in  a  lucrative  business- 

Another  trend  is  offshore.  Sale  86  produced  surprising  industry  interest  and 
a  fair  chunk  of  change.  Patrick.  Coughlin,  deputy  director  of  DOG  said  the  sale 
results  seem  to  bear  out  a  recent  trend  of  oil  comparues  moving  offshore  in 
their  Arctic  exploration  efforts  as  technology  enables  them  to  lower  costs. 
The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter,  1 1/24/'57.  "North  Slope:  State  Lease  Sale 
36  has  a  suErprisingly  strong  showing  from  industry";  AJasica  Journal  of 
Commerce,  10/30/97.  Tear -round  oil  production  in  Beaufort  Sea  possible") 

The  oilpatch  renaissance  is  due,  in  large  part,  to  a  retrenchment  in  the 
industry  itself.  Among  other  advances.  North  Slope  operators  have  reduced 
overall  costs  and  reduced  their  cost  of  barrel  of  oil  produced.  And  with  new 
technologies  and  new  applications  of  old  technologies,  things  unthinkable  a 
decade  ago  are  coming  to  pass.  (The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter,  2/19/96. 
Technology:  The  Race  to  Drill  Coiled -Tube  WeUs';  The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas 
Reporter,  3/13/96.  "Productivity:  North  Slope  DrUling  Costs  Come  Dovai") 

For  years,  industry  considered  West  Sak  uneconomic,  impossible  to  produce. 
BP  poured  millions  into  Schrader  Bluffs  even  though  the  wells  weren't 
economic.  ARCO  is  now  using  frac  dogs  to  tap  the  giant  3  bbo  West  Sak  with 
an  initiaf  50-weU  phase  to  be  followed  by  hundreds.  'Tiny  Tools'  (ADi^ 
12/ 1 4/97  "Industry  taps  new  fields,  reaches  deeper  into  old  pools')  make 
remote  fields  economical  and  help  lower  the  minimum  onshore  field  size 
from  300  tC'  125  m'c<>  (The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter,  'North  Slope  Report 
ASCO  Sees  Bright  esp'loration  potential',  3/ 17/97).  Taking  a  single 
t.echnolC'gy  as  an  esample— just  look  at  what  coiled  tubing  has  done— and  its 
potential— since  its  consistent  use  on  the  Slope  in  1993-1994. 

Today,  the  "Slope  promises  exploration  gems'  (Alaska  Journal  of  Commerce 
7/7/97).    BP  Exploration  will  increase  its  Alaska  capital  spending  by  one 
billion  dollars,  or  30S,  over  the  next  five  years;  ARCO,  500'  million  dollars,  or 
41S,  over  5  years  (]0C  1/20/97).  Governor  Knowles  believes  this  in^crease  in 
spending  will  'help  stabilize  oil  production  and  state  revenues  in  the  future 
[and!  it  means  more  jobs  for  Alaskans '  The  Editor  of  the  Alaska  Journal  of 
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Commerce  (JOC,  1/2  7/97)  project^  these  investments  translate  into  35  mUlion 
in  new  revenue  to  treasury  in  2000  and  225  million  by  fy2005.  And 
translates  into  25,000  barrels  of  additional  oil  by  200 1  and  up  to  300,000 
barrels  of  oil  by  2005,  vAich  Bob  Malone  echoes  with  estimates  of 
throughput  rising  from  1.35  to  I.5  million  two  years  from  now  and  be 
sustained  for  five.  "I  like  what  I'm  hearing  about  the  oil  patch." 

Overcautious  Projections  of  D&Telopment 

You  were  over -cautious  in  choosing  which  fields  and  projects  would  be 
included  in  the  Cumulative  Case  analyses.  You  omitted  a  great  many 
reasonable  and  foreseeable  projects  from  your  Cumulative  Case,  wtiich  made 
(or  a  poor  analysis. 

Table  IVji.5- 1  isn't  wortii  the  paper  it's  printed  on.  It's  offensive,  damn 
Dear  malfeasant  with  intent  to  misinform.  It  doesn't  ev&n  depict  the  Badami 
project,  which  is  farther  along  than  Alpine.  Table  I V.G.  1  neither  lists  enough 
easting  projects  nor  planned  projects. 

Tour  working  definition  for  'reasonable  and  foreseeable"  projects  to  be 
included  in  that  analysis  is  basically  good.  As  provided  by  Gene  Terland: 
"anything  that  could  be  projected  to  be  developed  onshore  and  offshore 
during  the  Ufe  of  the  proposed  planning  effort  (10-20  years).'  The  problem, 
then,  must  lie  with  application  of  that  definition.  To  be  of  help  in  the 
application  of  'reasonable  and  forseeable"  to  projected  development  projects, 
I  compiled  the  following  list  for  consideration  in  all  analyses  into  which  it 
fits.  All  fields /projects  other  than  Northstar  will  be  enabled  by  the  Badami 
or  Alpine  infrastructure  . . .  they  are  not "...  a  matter  of  extreme 
conjecture"(EIS,  p.  IV-A-3d) 

Colville  River  Unit— though  still  only  a  proposed  unitization  with  DNR,  the 
CRU  contains  5,901  acres  that  ARCO  and  coattail  independents  leased  from 
Suukpik  Village  Corporation  in  Sale  36A.  These  lands  are  adjacent  to  Alpine 
and  Mthin  the  boundary  of  the  rrPR-A.  These  private  lands  can  be  accessed 
for  development  any  time— even  vrfthout  the  trPR-A  being  opened. 

In  addition,  there  are  eight  "satellite  to  Alpine"  prospects  within  the  Colville 
delta.  There  are  three  'discovery"  wells,  and  five  other  wells  that  are 
"certified  producers  in  paying  quantity."  (Mapmakers,  1997,  AK.  April,  '97 
Arctic  Slope  Si  Beaufort  Sea,  AK:  Oil  &  Gas  Activity) 

Point  Thompson -one  of  the  Tlorth  Slope's  most  tantalising  petroleum 
prospects."  More  viable  wtJi  extension  of  Badami  pipe.  Unhappy  v4th 
E:o:on's  development  plan,  the  State  of  Alaska  is  looking  for  Vv-ays  to  compel 
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Exson  to  get  active.  Granted  a  sis-month  estension  to  file  an  acceptable 

development  plan.  (Dally  Nevi-s  Miner,  12/16/97  "State  Gives  Point 

Thompson  holders  more  time  to  file  plan';  Daily  News  Miner,  12/ 16/9?, 

'State  prods  Exxon  to  develop  Slope  oil  field"),  also,  BP  is  doing  the  largest  3- 

D  seismic  survey  ever  on  the  North  Slope  (The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter, 

3/17/97) 

Liberty— 120  mbo  that  may  be  produced  in  2.5years  if  BP  can  meet  cost 

targets.  Contiactors  selected.  (Anchorage  Daily  News  5/30/97;  Alaska 

journal  oi  Commerce,  5/ 12/97) 

Sourdough— 100  mbo  nest  to  the  Arctic  Refuge  that  might  be  developed 

(Daily  News  Miner,  3/14/97) 

Northstar--on  its  way  pending  resolution  of  lawsuit 

Finally,  "there  are  close  to  50  knov/n  satellite  prospects  around  existing 
producing  fields  . . . ."  (The  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter,  3/ 17/97)  with  as 
much  as  1  billion  barrels  of  oil.  Tarn,  Sambuca  and  Midnight  Sun  are  recent 
examples.  (Daily  News  tiiner,  "Three  Firms  hit  'Signilicanf  Oil  Near  Prudhoe", 
2/14/97). 
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That  concludes  all  the  written  comments  I  have  time  for  Please  include 
them  in  the  official  public  comment  period  for  the  NPR-A  lAP/EIS. 


Dav; 


1673-001 

We  are  examining  other  management  issues  along  with  the  possibility  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  to  give 
consideration  to  the  multiple  resource  potential  for  the  area.   Section  I. A  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the 
purpose  and  need  for  this  lAP/ElS.  Also,  please  see  Response  1851-002. 

1673-002 

For  a  discussion  of  the  wilderness  and/or  National  Wildlife  Refuge  protection  issue,  please  see  Response 
1851  -058.  Section  II.G  gives  the  reasons  why  we  have  focused  attention  on  a  part  rather  than  all  of  the 
NPR-A.  We  believe  the  development  projections  offered  in  Section  IV. A  are  realistic  and  appropriate.  The 
cumulative  impact  analysis  has  been  expanded  to  include  more  existing  and  potential  oil  and  gas 
developments  on  the  North  Slope. 

1673-003 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -054. 

1673-004 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -054. 

1673-005 

We  believe  that  the  schedule  for  producing  the  lAP/EIS  has  afforded  adequate  time  to  analyze  the  resources 
and  uses  of  the  planning  area  and  the  impacts  future  activities  may  have  on  them  and  to  gather  and  consider 
public  input. 

1673-006 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  other  NEPA  documents  relevant  to  activities  in  the  planning  area  will  tier  off 
this  lAP/EIS,  and  that  future  planning  efforts  in  nearby  lands  should  factor  into  their  analysis  the  decisions 
and  resultant  developments  in  the  planning  area.   We  believe  the  current  document  is  well  grounded  in 
scientific  analysis  and  sufficient  for  sound  decisionmaking. 

1673-007 

The  lAP/EIS  provides  the  documentation  necessary  to  understand  what  areas  are  of  particular  concern. 
Based  upon  this  documentation,  the  Preferred  Alternative  would,  among  other  things,  severely  restrict  oil 
and  gas  activities  in  habitat  crucial  to  molting  geese  and  calving  caribou. 

1673-008 

The  logistics  for  operations  in  the  NPR-A  will  be  very  site-specific,  and  general  considerations  are  discussed 
in  Sections  IV.A.  1  .b(2)d)  and  [V.A.  I  .b(4)(b).  Presumably,  a  staging  base  will  be  constructed  to  support  one 
or  more  oil  field  projects.  The  staging  site  likely  will  have  an  airstrip  capable  of  handling  large-capacity 
aircraft  and,  if  on  the  coast,  marine  loading  facilities.  The  actual  location  of  the  staging  site  cannot  be 
determined  until  oil  discoveries  are  made.  It  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  the  scale  of  development  in 
the  NPR-A  prior  to  an  extensive  exploration  program  to  discover  commercial-sized  fields. 

1673-009 

Logistics  for  NPR-A  exploration  and  development  are  described  in  Sections  IV.A.  1  .b(2)  and  (4). 

The  potential  effects  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  on  wildlife  habitat,  subsistence,  and 
recreational  uses  are  analyzed  in  Sections  FV.C,  D,  E,  F,  and  G  for  Alternatives  B  through  E  and  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  respectively,  and  in  Section  FV.H  for  the  cumulative  case. 

1673-010 

We  believe  the  protections  offered  in  various  alternatives,  including  the  Preferred  Alternative,  provides  a 
range  of  protections  for  the  area's  surface  resources.  Also,  please  see  Response  1 85 1  -058  for  a  discussion  of 
the  inappropriateness  of  wilderness  designation  or  inclusion  in  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 
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1673-011  tables  have  been  added  to  Section  rV.A.5  that  describe  in  more  detail  projects  that  are  "reasonable  and 

The  alternatives  represent  a  wide  range  of  areas  that  might  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  foreseeable." 

Preferred  Alternative  leaves  much  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  unavailable  for  leasing  and  prohibits 

or  severely  limits  surface  occupancy  in  much  of  both  Special  Areas  in  the  planning  area.  We  have  tried  to 

identify  and  to  protect  the  important  surface  values,  including  those  on  lands  considered  of  high  oil  and  gas 

potential.  We  do  not  believe  it  prudent  to  withhold  from  leasing  lands  whose  surface  resources  do  not  merit 

special  protection  efforts  simply  because  they  do  not  appear  to  have  high  oil  and  gas  value. 

1673-012 

Please  see  Response  1851-058  for  a  discussion  of  the  inappropriateness  of  wilderness  designation  or 
inclusion  in  a  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  Preferred  Alternative  offers  a  variety  of  surface  occupancy 
prohibitions. 

1673-013 

The  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  System  predates  ANILCA  and  was  used  by  the  HCRS  in 
conducting  their  visual  resource  inventory.  Post- ANILCA  reviews  of  the  HCRS  Scenic  Quality  evaluations 
have  reaffirmed  their  findings.  Also,  it  is  important  to  understand  that  Scenic  Quality  detenninations  are  not 
a  test  and  are  not  the  end  product  of  the  VRM  process.  The  VRM  System  is  an  analytical  process  that 
identifies,  sets,  and  meets  objectives  for  maintaining  scenic  values  and  visual  quality.  The  system  is  based 
on  research  that  has  produced  ways  of  assessing  aesthetic  qualities  of  the  landscape  in  objective  terms. 
What  had  been  considered  extremely  subjective  (aesthetic  judgement)  was  found  to  have  identifiable, 
consistent  qualities  that  could  be  described  and  measured.  Whatever  the  terrain  (and  whoever  the  observer), 
the  perception  of  visual  quality  in  a  landscape  seems  to  be  based  on  several  common  principles.  Using  these 
principles,  scenic-quality  ratings  are  determined  based  on  seven  key  factors:    (I)  landform,  (2)  vegetation, 
(3)  water,  (4)  color,  (5)  influence  of  adjacent  scenery,  (6)  scarcity,  and  (7)  cultural  modification.  A 
standardized  point  system  assigns  great,  some,  or  little  importance  to  each  factor.  The  values  for  each 
categoiy  are  calculated  and,  according  to  total  points,  one  of  three  scenic-quality  classes  are  determined. 
The  scenic  quality  for  an  area  is  then  combined  with  two  other  determinations,  also  made  as  part  of  the 
inventory/evaluation  phase  of  the  VRM  process  (i.e.,  distance  zone  and  sensitivity  level),  to  identify  Visual 
Resource  Management  Classes.  The  VRM  Classes  are  used  to  define  minimum  management  objectives  and 
to  describe  the  degree  of  modification  allowed  in  a  landscape  to  retain  its  character. 

1673-014 

Because  wilderness  designation  is  inappropriate  for  consideration  for  the  NPR-A,  a  symposium  on 
wilderness  would  not  be  fruitful.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Preferred  Alterative  directs  BLM  to  conduct  a 
management  plan  for  the  Colville  River  Special  Area.  One  of  the  resource  uses  to  be  considered  is 
recreation.  While  this  will  not  consider  wilderness  or  similar  designations,  it  will  address  managing  the 
remote  recreation  values  of  the  Colville  drainage. 

1673-015 

Please  see  Response  1673-002. 

1673-016 

The  concepts  behind  the  "roadless"  development  assumption  are  explained  in  Response  1851-01 1. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  gravel  roads  connecting  to  a  road  system  outside  the  planning  area  (see 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48). 

1673-017 

We  have  no  disagreements  with  your  comments  regarding  the  oil  industries  increased  activity  on  Alaska's 
North  Slope.  However,  expectations  often  do  not  meet  realities.  Regarding  comments  on  the  treatment  of 
the  cumulative  case  in  the  EIS,  we  have  added  a  significant  amount  of  additional  information.  Several 
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OfTlciB]  Butineis 


Office  Of  The  President 


state  Capitol,  Room  107 
Juneau,  AKMSOl-lIM 
(907)  465,4976 


March  12,  1998 

Mr,  Qem  Terland,  NPR-A  Prcjecl  Coordinator 
Bureau  of  I-and  Majiagement 
Alaska  Slalo  Office 
222  West  7*  Avenue 
AiichoraBC,  Alaska  99513 


Dear  Mr.  Terland: 


We  the  undersigned  membets  of  the  Alaska  State  Senate  support  Alternative  E  in  tlic 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  NPR-A  Northeast  Comer.  The  >5PR-A 
was  originally  established  as  an  oil  reserve.  ConsequetiUy,  all  BLM  lands  in  this  area 
should  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

Alternatives  A  through  D  do  not  allow  access  to  the  critical  Barrow  Arch,  the  arsa  with 
the  greatest  potential  for  hy<lrocarbon  discoveiy.  Unless  this  access  is  granted,  we  feci 
interest  in  the  upcoming  NPR-A  lease  sale  will  wane. 

We  believe  technological  and  operational  advances  in  the  exploration,  production  and 
transportation  of  hydixjcarbons  In  (he  arctic,  as  proven  over  the  last  20  years,  will  allow 
operators  to  meet  Alaska' s  high  standards  for  the  protection  of  hablur  and  wildlife. 

Alternative  E  allows  for  the  highest  end  best  use  of  the  NPR-A,  Thank  you  for 
considering  our  comments. 

Sincerely, 


U:h^ 


Senator  Mike  Miller 
Senate  President 


H!iF,-::-93  "SI!    4;;<FW      SKI,   !!:LLEF..TRES;BE!r  FAS  !I0.     937  465  358:. 


Terland 

March  12.  1993 
Page  2 


Senator  RicB  Halfor^' 
Senator  Loren  Lcman 


Senator  LydiXireen 


Senates  John  Torgerson 
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i:  Rofler  Fealherstone  To  Torn  Allen 


March  1 2,  1  W« 


Dal»:  3/12/98  T1rie:6;01:44  PM 


From:  Rooer  Feaittierslone  To:TomAlwi 


Dale:3/12/9B   Time:  0  01:4.|  PW 
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Mr.  Ciene  TerJand 
NPRA  I*laru]ing  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  West  7tJi  Avenue 
Anchorage.  AK  99513-7599 
<jdiickcr!^ak.blm.goV'-' 

NPRA  Planning  leam; 

We  oppose  oil  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Re.ser\'e  in  Alaska  at  this  lime. 

Tliere  is  no  compelling  reason  to  lease  any  part  oj'the  western  /Vrctic  for  oil  drilling  at  tliis  lime. 
When  the  Reserve  was  established  in  1923,  it  was  intended  to  lie  tapped  only  at  a  (inie  of  pressing 
national  need.  While  politicians  and  oil  companies  argue  ihal  the  nation  "needs"  thi.s  oil,  millions 
of  barrels  are  being  shipped  to  Asia,  world  oil  prices  are  falling,  US  automobile  fuel  eOiciency  is 
declining,  and  the  oil  industry  predicts  central  Arctic  production  to  increase  in  the  next  five  years. 


We  support  the  Nortlieni  Alaska  Environmental  Center's  Conser\'ation  Alternative.  .Although  tiie 
entire  4.6  million  acre  planning  area  qualifies  for  wilderness  designatiort  at  the  verv  minimum,  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  should  recommend  that  Congress  grant  permanent 
wildeme.ss  protection  to  tiis  Colville  River  and  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Areas  and  that  these  areas 
be  transferred  to  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Ser\'ice. 


Tile  draft  EIS  has  several  significant  deficiencies,  including  a  lack  of  adequate  evaluation  of 
direct,  indirect  and  cunnilative  impacts,  or  any  consideration  of  inipncts  outside  tlie  region,  mosl 
notably  to  subsistence  hunters  in  Canada  and  .Alaska  who  depend  on  the  migrator^'  bird  resources 
of  tlie  Reserve  for  food.  The  inadequacies  of  tire  draft  EIS  are  so  great  as  to  make  it  impossible  to 
make  a  reasoned  judgment  about  the  eflec!ivene.«  of  opening  die  nortiieasteni  section  of  the 
Reserve  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  at  tliis  time.  


None  of  the  management  alternatives  presented  in  the  drall  EIS  provide  adequate  protection  fur 
the  unique  wildlife  and  wilderness  resources  of  tlie  nort^ieastem  Reserve.   No  consideration  was 
given  to  permanent  protection  for  these  resources  and  none  of  the  alternatives  prohibit  placement 
of  support  faciliUes  and  transportation  infrastructure  an>'wliere  in  the  nortlieasteni  section  of  the 
Reserve. 


Wc  tliink  it  is  timely  to  evaluate  the  wildlife  and  wilderness  resources  within  the  Reserve  outside 
the  boundarie-q  of  tlic  designated  Special  Areas,  and  give  consideration  to  what  levels  of  protection 
these  resources  may  warrant.  We  disagree  witli  the  rationale  Ihe  Bureau  of  Land  Managemeal 
(DLM)  provided  in  the  draft  EIS  for  not  considering  any  lands  within  Ihe  Reserve  tor  designation 
as  wilderness,  and  suggest  that,  while  the  Alaska  Lands  Act  exenipts  these  lands  from  mandator^' 
requirements  for  wilderness  re^  iew.  the  Secretary  of  die  Interior  has  tlie  discretionary  auUiority  lo 
conciuct  such  a  review,   We  recommend  that  he  do  so  without  ftirther  dela>'. 
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In  addition,  a  nalionat  energy  policy  is  necessary  lo  address  concerns  aboul  global  climate  change 
and  our  national  dependence  on  fossil  hiels.   Before  tapping  one  of  our  nation's  la.st  petroleum 
reserves,  the  Clinton  Administration  should  advance  a  national  energy  policy  that  encourages 
energy  conser\'ation,  efficiency,  and  renewable  sources. 

Tliank  you  for  llus  opportunity  lo  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Please 
include  our  comments  in  the  official  record. 

Sincerely, 

Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center  [AK] 
Sylvia  Ward,  Executive  Director 

Ch-assRoots  Environmental  Eflectiveness  Network 
Roger  Fcatherstonc,  Director 

And,., 

Advocates  Working  for  Animals  and  Rcspcci  for  Oic 
Emironnient  [SCJ 
Patricia  H,  Friedman.  Co-Founder 

AfTinity,  Ohio's  Environment  dI  Newspaper  [OH] 
Stefanie  Mugndge 

Alabpjna  Trails  Association,  The  [ALJ 
Jayliudsim 

Alaska  Coalition  of  Maiyland  [MD] 
Paul  Torrcncc 

,-\la3ka  Community  Awiun  or.  Topics  [AK] 
Pamela  K.  Miller,  Project  Director 

Alaska  Wildlife  A!liant.-e,  The  [.AKl 
SteplieiiWelU 

Aldo  Leopold  Chapter  of  the  Societv  for  Con.scR'ation 
Bioiog\'  I\\ll 

Kelly  Kcams 

Alliance  for  the  Wild  Rockies  [VfT] 
Mike  Badcr.  Executive  Director 

American  Bird  Conservancy 

Geruid  W  Wincgrad,  Vice-President  for  Policy 

American  Counuil  for  an  Enet^y-Efficienl  Ecunumy 
Marlin  Thomas 

Aniinal  Dcfen.ic  Leagut  of  Aiii^ona  [AZ] 
Lisa  Markula 

Arizona  Bear  Coalition  {AZ] 
Ben  Watkins 

Arizona  Defense  Council  (AZ] 
Carmine  Cardamone 

Audubon  Council  of  Pennsylvania  [PA] 
Cindy  Dunn 
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Audubon  Council  ofTcxas  (TX] 

Carolo  Wilmulh,  Consen'atiun  Chair 

Auduhon  Society  of  C'orvall is  [OR] 

hiaty  Derr,  Chair,  Consen-ation  Cummittee 

Audubon  Society  of  Greater  Cleveland  [OH] 
Daniel  H.  Melcher,  President 

Audubon  Societ)'  of  New  Hamp.shire  [NHJ 
Julian  Zelajny 

Baltimore  Zoo  [MD] 
LiajHurschc] 

Bay  /\rea  Action  [C.^] 

r>avid  T.  Smemofl'.  Council  Chair 

Burrough's  Cliapter  of  the  National  Auiluboii  Society  IMO] 
Karen  Uhlenhulh 

Califomians  forQuahty  of  Life  [:^'A] 
Carolyn  Chase 

Carthage  United  tc  Rescue  the  Earth  [V.T] 
Chandra  LcGue 

Ca-5cadia  Forest  Alliance  tORj 
Mark  Des  Marets 

Center  foi  Envuoiiiuenlal  Citizcnsliip  jNY" 
MatteoDiinuii 

Center  for  the  Conacnation  of  Biodivecaiiy  [CA] 
Catherine  Rich 

Central  CaRcades  Alliance  [OR] 
Jay  Letlo.  President 

Central  New  Mexico  Audubon  Society  [N>.-fJ 
Jeffrey  D-  Myers,  President 

CcnU"al  Sieira  Environirienlul  Resuuri;!.'  Center  |CA] 
John  Uuckiey,  fecculive  Director 
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Chatlooga  Kiver  Walershed  CualiLion  [C>A| 
Nicole  Mayier 

Christian  Environmental  Association 

Nicole  Holt,  Campus  Programs  r>ireclor 

Citizens  Against  Cock  Fighting  [AZ] 
James  Mfissey 

Clearwa'.er  Biudiversity  Project  [ID] 
Charles  Fezeshki,  Director 

Coalition  for  Forests  [NV] 

Stcphan  Chcnaull,  Director 

Cold  Mouniuin.  Cold  Rivers  [MTJ 
SUirni  Wmeia 

Conservation  Suient;'.'  Instimic  JVA] 
John  R,  Cannon,  Ph  D.,  Direclor 

Cook  Inlet  Keeper  [AKj 

Bob  Sbavcison,  lixeciitive  Direclor 

Cumberland  Cnuntians  for  Peace  &  Justice  [I'N] 
r^onald  n.  Clark 

Deerlodge  Forest  Defense  Fund  [>.1T] 

Paul  Ricliords,  Member  Steering  Committee 

Delaware-OLsego  Audubon  Society  [NY] 
."Andrew  X-fafion,  Conservation  Chair 

Detroit  Audubon  [E^fll] 
Gisela  King 

harth  Actum  Network  [CA] 

r>r  Mba  Alma  S.  Khalsa 

F.artJi  Island  Action  Urcup 
David  Blower,  President 

Earth  Island  Irstitulc  ECA| 
Russell  Lang,  Ph  D. 

EaitJiLaw[C01 
Mark  Huglies 

Bcology  Center.  The  [Ml] 

Timothy  Bcchtoli  Program  Oirectoi 

Endangered  Habitats  League  [CA] 
Dan  Silver.  Coordinator 

Endangered  Species  Coalition 

Brotik  Evans,  Campaign  Director 

Envirormii^nlal  Action  [IN] 
Frank  .•\mbrosc 

Env:ruiirn!;ntal  and  Cultural  Conservation  Organization 
fA7.] 
William  "Sky"  Crosby,  Director 

Environmental  Association  of  St.  Thomas  -  St.  John 
Keith  RiL-hdrds,  Presidcnl 


Environmental  Conyenis  Organisation  -  Hhnuis  Wealeyan 
University  [IL] 
Amy  Faixel!  or  Teri  Allen 

Environmenfal  Concerns  Organization  [11.,] 
RcdFloro 

Environmenlul  Law  Caucus  -  Lewis  &  Clark  School  of 
Law  [OR] 
Sabrina  Venskus 

Environmental  Law  Foundation  [CA( 
Tara  Mueller 

Enviionmcnlal  Law  Society  -■  Boalt  Hall  School  of  Law  (CA] 
Brent  Plater 

Environmental  Protection  Information  Center.  Tnc  [CA| 
Paul  Mason,  President 

Envuoiuiienliil  Science  Classics     Thoiir.vs  Ed:son  High 
School  (OK] 
Dan  Cronkliam,  ln.stnictor 

Federai  Land  Action  tlniup  [NY} 
Mark  Goldberg.  Director 

Forest  Action  [MN] 
BiHBusse 

Forest  Guardians  [^'^,-i] 

John  Homing,  Watershed  Protection  Program 

Free  The  Planet! 

Lcrcn  Finkelstein  &  Moilee  Laramay 

Fresno  Audubon  Society  (CA] 

Michael  D.  McFarland  J'h.D..  Conservalion  Chair 

Friends  of  Nevada  Wildemesa  [NV"] 
Tom  Myers 

Fnends  of  the  Clearwater  (TO] 
Gary  tvlacfarlanc 

Fiienda  of  the  Eatth 

Gawain  Kripke,  Du-ector,  AppRipnations  >'roject 

Friends  of  the  Nescopeck  [PA] 
Drew  Magill,  President 

Fnends  of  the  West  [ID] 

Dave  Richmond,  Secretaiy 

Friends  of  Wetlands  [OH] 
Kate  Pilacky 

Global  Response  [CO] 

Paula  Palmer.  Executive  Director 

Crreatei  Wyoming  Valley  Audubon  yocicty  [PA] 
Alan  C.  Gregory,  Conservation  Chairman 

Greater  Yellowstone  Coalition  [Ml) 
Tim  Stevens.  GVC  I'rngram  Staff 


Green  Party  of  /Vkan.^.s  [/\Rj 
AI  Brooks 

Healthy  Cronea  Health>  Eailh  (VA] 
L«  Sonne.  President 

Help  Abolish  Leghold  Traps  [AZ] 
Mary  Schanz 

Highland  Community  College  -  Dspt.  of  Sociology 
and  Anthropology  [K3] 
DJ.  Champagne,  ADD 

Huron  Friends  of  Wetlands  (OH] 
David  DiTuUio 

International  Primate  Protection  Lecgiie  [SC[ 
Dr  Shirley  McGreat 

John  Muir  Project  of  Earth  Island  Institute  [CA] 
David  On 

John  Wesley  Powell  Audubon  Society  [II.] 
Angcio  C-apparclla,  Conscn-ation  Chair 

Jobnaun  County  Songbird  Project  [lA] 
Jim  Wnllera 

Justice,  Peace  &  Integrity  of  Creation  \finistry  |TN[ 
St.  ^■laly's  Catholic  Church 

Kfllmicpsis  Audubon  Society  |OR| 
Jiin  BritelL  Piesident 

Kansas  Audubon  Society  [KS[ 

Christopher  Cokinos,  <.kin.scrvat!on  <.'o-Chair 

Kansas  University  Environ.'f  [KS] 

.Andrea  Rcpinsky.  Co-coordLnat<ir 

Kentucky  Citizens  Accounlabihty  Project  [KY] 
J.  W.  Roberta,  Executive  Dircclcr 

Keltic  Range  Consci\alion  Cnoup  [  WAj 
Tun  Colemun,  DiiecLur 

Kltunalh  Potest  Alliance  (CA] 

Lon  Cooper  Forest  Protection  Coordinator 

Kiamaih  Siskiyou  Wildland-S  Center  [OR] 
Spencer  Lennatd 

KOLA  (Keep  Our  Lakoca  Aware)  [Brussels.  Belgium] 
Elsie  Heiten,  Executive  Director 

KOLA  (Keep  Our  Lakota  Awarel  [SD] 
Phyllis  Bald  Eagle,  Assistant  Direclor 

Ladue  Garden  Club  (MO] 

Jane  Mudd,  Chair  of  National  Affaus  and 
Legislation  Commiltec 

League  of  Women  Voicis  of  the  Vu^gin  Islands  [VIj 
fJebra  Brown-Runmo.  President 


Living  Education  (.'enter  for  Kcology  and  the  Arts  [VA] 
Fmcfil  Rccd,  Co-director 

Maricopa  Audubon  Society  [AZ] 

Bob  Wilzeman.  Conservalion  Chair 

Man,-land  Ornithological  Society  [^ID] 
Norman  C  Saunders,  Vicc-ftesident 

Marvland  Ornithological  Society.  Harford  Chapter  [MD] 
Maik  3.  Johnson 

Maryland  Sierra  Student  Ccalmon  [MD] 
Enc  Luedtkc,  Chair 

Mexican  Wolf  Coalition  of  fcxas.  The  [TX) 
Uonna  Burrows 

Nhiwaukee  Audubon  Society'  [W[] 
Mark  Feider,  Director 

Mining  linpat:L  Coalition  of  W1  |\VT[ 
KiraHcnachcl,  President 

Aiississippi  2t.i''20  Network,  Inc  [K-ISI 
Bob  Kochtitzky,  ExeciUive  Director 

Mon:anfl  Wildlife  Federation  'MT] 
Jerry  Jacob 

Montgomery  County  Stucen:  Hnvironmemal  Actnisls 
|MD] 

,'\ndre'A'T.  McLauglihn,  Executive  Director 

Xloms  .-Vboretuin  ot  the  University  cf  F'enn.'iylvania,  [PA] 
Dr  Ann  b    Rhoads 

Morton  .Vborctum.  The  (D.) 
Suaun  J-  Wiegrcfe 

Mount  Orahani  Coalition 
John  Fitzgerald 

Mountain  Defense  League  |CA| 
Hvioii  Lindsley  Ji. 

National  Wtldlile  Fedeialiun  -  SujlheastemNatiurnl 
Resource  Center  [<jA] 
Vicki  Scastrom 

Native  Forest  Coujicii  [OR] 
fim  Ilermach 

Native  Forest  Networi:  -  Inland  Northwest  [WA] 
I  lal  Rowe 

Native  Forest  Network 
Jake  tOebck 

Natural  Resources  Dclensc  (Jotincil 

(Charles  W.  Clusen,  Senior  Policy  Analyst 

New  Hampshire  Forest  Protection  Initiative  [Nil] 
['eg  Painsso 

New  Jcracv  Audubon  (KJj 
Bill  Neil 
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\ew  Jersey  Hiiviroiinieiital  Loriby  [NJ] 
Maiic  Curtis,  Executive  I'Jirector 

New  Mexico  Public  Ijitercsl  Kcacarcli  Group  [Nt-\] 
Nick  P.  Rugen,  Direilor 

New  N-lexi:;o  Sportsmen's  Association  |NMj 
Oscai  S  irapsun 

New  Mexk-o  Wildt^m>,--ss  Alliiince  [NM] 
BobHowaid 

Northcoasl  [invirojimcntal  Center  [CA] 
Connie  Stewart 


Northeast  Ohio  Greens  [OH] 
Duryl  Davia 

Northeast  Pentisy!vania  Audubon  Soc:ety  [PA] 
Voni  Strpsfier 

Northern  Flml  Xil^s  Audubon  Suoiely  fKS| 
Christopher  Cokmos 

Northern  Thunder  [Wl] 
Will  Fanlle 

Northwest  Ecosystem  /\l!iaiice  t^A' 
tvli'.ch  Fricdmim 

Office  for  Church  in  Society/  United  Church  ol  Christ 
Charles  McCoilough,  Staff  Associate 

Oregon  Natural  ResL.uia;s  Cuunt-il  [OR] 
Ken  Rait 

Ouachita  Watch  League  [.-^R] 
Vernon  Bates, Chair 

07Sir\(.  Watch  League  [MO] 

Chiiilcs  Phillips,  Coordinator 

Palos  Verdes/Suuth  Bay  Audubon  Society  [CA] 

Jess  Morton,  Member  of  the  i?oard  of  Directors 

Pernsylvania  Fedeialion  of  Sporlmens  Clubs.  Inc.  [PA] 
Bonila  Hoks,  K^ecutive  Director 

People  for  -■Animals  in  the  Prevention  of  Cruelty  and 
Neglect,  Inc.  [AZJ 
Jane  Schwerin 

Plunning  and  Curxscrvation  League  [CA] 
Gary  A  Patton,  General  Counsel 

Portage  Land  Association  for  Conservalicn  and  Education 
I  OH] 
Christine  CrBycroH,  Treasurer 

Portland  Audubon  Society  [OR] 

Paul  Ketcham,  Conservation  Director 

Prairie  &  Timbcra  Audubon  Society  [TX] 
Veronica  Klerenda 

Praine  Dog  Pals  [N>I] 
Ana  r.)avidKon 


Piejwotl  Fores!  Fnends  [AZ] 
Jitn  Powera 

Pniiceton  Eiiviroiuueiital  Action  [NJ] 
Ben  Runkle 

Puget  Sound  Urban  Wildhfe  Photography  Club  [WA] 
Patricia  A.  Sunny  Waller 

Range  Wnlch  [CA] 
Jane  Baxter 

Repubhcans  for  Environmental  Protection  -  Georgia 
t:hapter  [LiA] 
Sam  Booher 

Rivers  Alhance  of  Connecticut,  Inc.  [CT] 
Sarah  Faulkner  LefT 

Rogue  Valley  Audubon  Society  [C^R] 
Pepper  Trail,  Conservation  Chair 

San  Diego  Aucubon  Society  [CA] 

Noma  Sullivan,  Land  L'se  Consen'ation  Chair 

San  Pedri)  iODfA/.] 
Beltc  Reir.ckc 

Save  the  West,  Inc.  [OR] 

James  Monleith,  President 

Save  Wetlands  and  Bays  [DEJ 
T:l\  Pumell 

Scott  County  Organization  to  Protect  the  Environment  [j\RJ 
Basil  KjTiakakis 

Seattle  Audubon  Society  (WA} 
Chuck  Lciii:o.\ 

Seattle  Chapter  of  the  Fellowship  of  Reconciliation  [WA] 
Soot:  Species 

Shena.~idoah  Eccsyslems  Defense  Group  [VA] 
Christina  Wulf 

Sierra  Club  [WIj 

t:arl  A.  Zichclia,  Midwest  Regional  Staff  Dir  set  or 

Sierra  Club,  Blue  Ridge  Group  [VA] 
Jiin  Troy,  Chair 

SiermCluh,  Broward  t bounty  (h-oup  [KL] 
Ned  Stone.  Conservation  Chair 

Sierra  Club,  Central  New  Mexico  Group  [KM] 
Martin  Heinrich 


SieriH  Club,  Delaware  Chapter  [DEJ 
.lixn  Steffens,  Chair 


Sierra  Club.  Savannah  River  lirnup  [GA] 
Frank  Carl,  Chair 


Sierra  Club,  Houston  Regional  Group  [TX] 
Krank  Blake.  Chair 


SienB  Club.  Iowa  Chapter  [LA] 
John  More  I  and 

Sierra  <:iub.  John  Muir  Chapter  [WT] 

Turn  Hcrachtlrcan  Biodiversity  Chair 

Sierra  Club.  Kaskaskiu  Group  [IL] 
Carolyn  Kehoe  or  Jack  Nurman 

Sierra  (;iuh,  l^ima  Prieta  Chapter  [CA] 
Ed  Smith.  Chair.  Wildlife  Committee 

Sierra  Ctub,  Loxahatciice  Group  [FL] 

Lisa  ilanley,  Public  Lands  Lssue  CThair 

Sierra  Club,  Miami  Group  [FL] 

AJanFarago.  Conservation  trhair 

Sierra  Club,  Jvloshunnon  Group  of  Central 
Pennsylvania  'PA] 
Keith  Nelson,  Vice  Chair 

Sierra  Club,  New  Hamp.-ihire  Chapter  rNH] 
Blauic  Eakes 

Sierra  Club,  New  Jersey  Chapter  [NJ] 

Dennis  W  Schvejda,  ConservHlion  Chair 

Sierra  Cluh,  Northeast  Ohio  Group  [OH] 
Brian  U]nt,  Conser\alion  Chair 

Sierra  Club,  Oregon  Chapter  [OR] 

Charlie  Ring,o,  Conservation  Chair 

Siemi  Club,  Pennsylvania  Chapter  [PA] 
Mike  Slibich,  Chair 

Sierra  Club,  Northeast  Group  [PA| 
Ed  Zygmunl,  Group  Sccrelaiy 

Siema  Club,  Rhode  Island  Chap-.er  [RI] 
!Donald  P.  Gagnon.  ("o-t'hair 

Sierra  Club,  Southern  Maryland  Group  [\'A] 
Frank  Fox 

Sierra  Club,  Southern  New  Mexico  Group  [KM] 
Chervil  Blevins,  Vice  Chair 

SicrraClub,  Southwind  Group  [K.S] 
William  C  Skaer.  Publicity  Chair 

SicrraClub,  State  of  Franklin  [TN] 
Linda  C.  Xiodica,  Chair 

Sierra  Club,  Harvey  Broome  Group  [TN] 

Kenneth  3.  Wanen,  Corresponding  Secretary 

Sierra  Club,  Utah  County  Group  [UT] 

Samuel  R.  P.usbforth,  Ph.D  ,  (.'onservationClMir 

Sierra  Club,  Virginia  Chapter  [VA] 
James  F  Wright,  Chair 

Sierra  Student  Coalition 

Siige  Rockermiuin,  National  Director 


Suiapu  [CO] 

Rob  Bdward  .Acting  tixe.cutive  Director 

Sky  Island  Alliance  [NM,  A7.] 
Jack  Humphrey 

Sky  Island  Watch  (/\Z| 
Dave  1  lodges 

Society  Ad\-ocating  Natural  Ecosystems  [OR; 
Denzel  Fergu.'ion.  KAcculive  Director 

South  CuiolinaFt^esi  Watch  [SC] 
Butch  Clay 

Southwest  Center  for  Biological  Diversity  [  AZ,  N*-.!,  CA] 
Robin  Silver,  h-ID,  Conservation  Director 

Southwest  Forest  /Mliance  [/\Z.  NM) 
Marios  Hoffman,  Executive  Director 

Stale  Naturalist  for  Tennessee 

Mack  Frit  chard 

Student  Environmental  Action  Coalition  -  Illinois  State 
University  Chapter  [IL] 
Angela  Capparella,  Faculty'  Advisor 

Student  Envirisnmenlal  Action  Coalition  -  Louisiana  Siatt; 
University  [L.'\] 
Deb  Landaj,  President 

Student  Envirormiental  Action  Ccalition     Southwest  [AZ] 
Ann  Carl 

Student  Environmental  Action  Coalition  -  IJnivcrsitv  of 
Delaware  [DE] 

a  Mane  Scrrao 


Student  Envirunincntal  Aciitin  Coalition  -  Dnivcrsity  of 
IdiLho  [ID] 
Greg  Mullen.  President 

Student  Enviionrnenl'aJ  Council  -  Iowa  Slate  Univers-.ty 

Summer  Lavi's 

Students  for  the  Ethical  Treatment  of  An:ma!s-  llumbold 
State  LM;versity[CA] 
Monica  Engebrctson 

T&K.  Inc.  IKY.-'] 
Tom  Wootten 

Take  Action  Against  Lawless  Logging  [OR] 
.Alexis  DeCaprio 

Tampa  Audubon  Society  [FLj 

Daniel  M  SaverccoL  MS.,  President 

The  WJ  Idli  fe  Society  -  Iowa  Chapter  [L\] 
Dr,  James  Pease,  President 

Union  of  American  Hebrew  Congregations 
HvathcT  Kaplan 


National  Petroleum  Reserve  - 


Alaska  Group  Comment  Letter 

March  12, 1998 

Pages 


National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  Group  Comment  Letter 

March  12,  1998 
Page  6 


V-276 


FrofTi:  Roger  Fealherrtone  ToTomAHen 


Oato:  3/12/98  Tlmo' 6;OV-H  PM 


I  'mted  Church  of  Christ  -  Nrtwork  for  Hnvironnienra! 
&  nctmomic  Responsibility 
DormldB  Claik 

University  of  New  Mexico  Biologj-  Club  [NM] 
Christy  Tarlelan,  President 

I^vnenity  of  Xtjvv  Mexico  Sierra  StuUentCcaiiiion  [NhA] 
Julia  Raymond 

US  Pubhc  interest  Research  Group 
Kim  Dslfino 

Vegetarian  Resource  Group  of  Tucson  [AZ] 
Deborah  Mitchell 

Virginia's  lUth  District  Linvirtmnienlal  Council  [\\\] 
Steve  Parks 

Vir^nians  for  Wilderness  [VAJ 
Erme  Reed,  President 

Wachiska  Audubon  Society  |NEJ 
Ken  Kcitan 

WashPIRG  fWA] 

Parker  Blocbnan,  E."\ecutivc  Director 

Weh  of  Life  Audio  [ME] 
Traci  Hickaon 

West  Virginia  Environmental  Council  [W^^T 
Jim  KoLcon 

Western  .detent  Forest  Campaign 

Steve  tlolnier.  Campaign  Coordinator 


Woildview  [Nil] 

John  W.  Fricde,  I-xecutive  Director 

Wyncote  Audubon  Souicty  [PA| 

Janet  Stanvood.  Conservation  Co-Chair 

Wyoming  Outdoor  Council  [WY] 
T>an  Heilig.  Associate  Director 


^sLem  Rndangcrcd  Specie 
\lclanic  Mayock 


Alliance  [WA] 


Western  North  Carolina  .Mliance  [N'C) 
Matt  Dielz 

Wetlands  Preserve  [NY| 

James  Hansen,  Enviioranenlal  Director 

Wildlands  Center  Cor  Preventing  Uoads  [MTJ 
Dcthanic  Walder,  Director 

Wiidlandit  Project,  The 

Rod  Mandt.  Program  Manager 

Wildlife  Center  of  Virginia  [VA] 
Edward  E.  Clatk,  Jr.,  President 

Wildlife  Damage  Review  [A7.] 
Nancy  Zierenfaery 

Wisconsin  forest  Co 
Don  Waller 

Wisconsin  Secretary  ofStatL- 
Doug  l-aFollette 

Women's  Voices  for  the  Hiinh  [MT] 
Bryony  Schwan 


Tfllion  Task  Foicc  jWll 


1675-001 

Current  legislation  authorizes  use  of  the  NPR-A  to  meet  the  Nation's  energy  needs.  The 
statute  does  not  require  an  immediate  need.  For  a  more  complete  response,  see  Response 
1851-002. 

1675-002 

See  Response  1851-058. 

1675-003 

Please  see  Response  1314-004  for  a  discussion  of  impacts  to  subsistence  hunters  of 
migratory  waterfowl  outside  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area. 

1675-004 

For  a  discussion  of  permanent  protection  measures,  please  see  Response  1851-058.   In 
crafting  the  Preferred  Alternative,  BLM  has  prohibited  permanent  oil  and  gas  occupancy  in 
a  substantial  portion  of  the  planning  area.  This  alternative  also  forbids  exploratory  well 
drilling  in  the  same  area. 

1675-005 

Development  of  a  national  energy  policy  is  beyond  the  authority  of  the  BLM.  However, 
development  of  the  oil  and  gas  resources  of  the  NPR-A  is  consistent  with  the  Department 
of  Energy's  recent  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy.  For  more  on  the 
Department  of  Energy's  views  on  NPR-A's  role  in  addressing  the  Nations  energy  needs, 
see  their  comment  letter  printed  elsewhere  in  this  chapter. 
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ALASKA  MINERS  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 
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March  12.  199S 

Mr.  Cone  Terland 
Bureau  of  Land  .Managcmenl 
NPRA  Planning  Team 
222  W.  7th  Ave.  #13 
Anchorage,  AK  995 1 3-7599 

RP.    NPR-A  Draft  Inlegralcd  Aulivity  Plan/FIS 

Dt'Qr  Mr.  Terland, 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Inlegtated  Activity  Plan/Environmental 
Tmpflct  Slalcment  for  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska.  The  Alaska  Miners  Association 
(AMA)  is  a  mineral  industry  support  membership  organization  with  about  1000  members 
throughout  Alaska. 

Tlic  AMA  urges  the  BI,M  to  select  Allernaiive  P  as  its  Preferred  Alternative  but  with  several 
important  changes.   The  AMA  supports  leasing  of  the  entire  study  area  with  stipulations  that  will 
still  address  the  waterfowl  and  wildlife  issues  that  have  been  raised.  NPR-A  was  established  b.s 
a  petroleum  reserve  and  il  has  been  reserved  for  the  purpose  of  mineral  development.  NPR-A 
should  now  be  opened  to  oil  &  gas  leasing  and  inanaijed  in  that  way. 

The  following  chanijcs  should  be  made  to  Alternative  E: 

1.  No  new  Conservation  System  Units  (CSUs)  should  be  included    ANII.CA,  in  SF.C.101(dj, 
speciricnlly  states  that  all  of  Alaska  had  been  evaluated  and  thai  the  need  for  further  CSUs  or 
any  other  set-asides  "...has  been  obviated  hereby."  .  The  total  area  of  Alaska  is  about  365 
million  acres.  With  the  passage  of  ANiLCA  a  total  of  215  million  acres  is  now  in 
Congressionally  designated  parks,  refuges,  monuments,  wild  &.  scenic  rivers,  etc    That  3 1 5 
million  acres  is  equal  to  the  total  combined  area  of  the  stales  of  New  York,  New  Jersey. 
Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia.  Ohio,  Indiana,  and  Illinois. 

2-  In  particular,  new  or  expanded  "Special  Areas"  should  not  be  included.    The  stipulations  and 
the  permitting  processes  include  numerous  provisions  to  safeguard  the  environment,  waterfowl, 
and  wildlife.   Ewlusion  of  leasing  through  the  designation  of  Special  Areas"  is  not  necessary 
and  would  greatly  hann  the  economic  potential  and  viability  of  the  area 

3.    Also,  new  designiUions  as  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  should  not  be  included.   Much  of  the 
Colville  River  is  navigable.  This  means  that  the  Stale  of  Alaska  controls  the  river  and  thai  the 
BL.M  controls  only  the  uplands    If  Ihc  Colville  were  dtviigniUed,  il  would  not  bu  a  Wild  &. 


Scenic  River  but  rather  two  W&S  uplands  on  either  side  of  the  Stale's  river   If  Ihe  river  were 
designated  W&SR,  management  oflhe  area  would  be  greatly  complicated  with  Ihc  Stale  haNing 
one  set  of  management  objectives  while  the  BLM  would  be  forced  lo  manage  as  W&SR    There 
would  also  be  areas  where  BLM  would  own  only  one  of  the  upland  banks  and  managemenl 
would  become  even  more  complicated  and  cosily  fur  BLM.  the  State  and  industry.   Cupcnence 
in  Alaska  has  shown  Ihiil  W&SR  designation  is  used  by  groups  opposing  developmeni  to  block 
and  huniss  any  developmeni  projects  in  Ihe  vicinity  and  we  urge  that  no  designations  be  made  in 
Ihe  National  Pelroleum  Reserve. 

4.  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  should  not  be  removed  from  leasing.  Stipulations  and 
permit  requirements  will  allow  protection  of  Ihc  waterfowl  and  wildlife  and  their  habitat  nhile 
at  Ihe  same  time  allowing  access  around  Ihe  area  and  drilling  under  the  area.   Closing  this  entire 
area  would  block  acces.'s  to  some  oflhe  lands  having  the  highest  potential  fur  holding 
commercial  quantities  of  oil  and  gas.   The  State  and  llie  industry  have  proven  that  lliey  can 
develop  oil  and  gas  resources  wilhoul  adversely  impacting  the  wildlife. 

5.  One  major  concern  for  the  caribou  is  the  need  fur  areas  where  they  can  get  into  the  brce/es 
and  away  from  insects.   As  has  occurred  elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope,  Ihis  can  be  accomplished 
by  building  gravel  drilling  pads.  This  benefit  for  the  caribou  should  be  added  to  Ihe  docunieiils 


001 


Thank  you  again  for  Ihe  op(wriunily  to  comment  on  this  importani  issue. 
Sincerely, 

Steven  C.  Borell,P,F., 
Executive  Director 

cc:         Senator  Ted  Slcvcn.s 

Senator  Frank  Murkowski 
Congressman  Don  Young 
Governor  Tony  Knowles 


1686-001 

The  lAP/EIS  recognizes  that  gravel  roads  and  pads  provide  caribou  with 

additional  insect-relief  habitat  (see  Sec.  IV.C.9.a.{b)(l). 
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10  March  1998 

NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  W.  7th  Avenue,  #1 3 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Planners, 


The  Ornithological  Council  would  like  to  comment  on  the  Northeast  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity/Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  The  Ornithological  Council  is  a  non-profit  organization  formed  by  seven 
scientific  OTnitho\Dgica\  societies  to  provide  timely  information  about  birds  to  he!p 
ensure  sci  en  lineally -based  decisions,  policies,  and  management  actions.  These 
societies  -  the  American  Ornithologists'  Union,  the  Wilson  Ornithological  Society, 
the  Cooper  Ornithological  Society,  the  Raptor  Research  Foundation,  the  Pacific 
Seabird  Group,  the  Colonial  Seabird  Group,  and  the  Association  of  Field 
Ornithologists  -  represent  more  than  7,000  members. 

Of  particular  concern  to  the  ornithological  community  is  the  presence  of  numerous 
bird  species,  many  in  substantial  numbers.  This  is  a  very  important  area  for  birds  and 
other  biota  and  there  is  a  potential  for  significant  negative  impact  on  the  wildlife  if 
development  is  not  planned  and  implemented  carefully  and  hased  on  the  best  science 
and  technology.  Among  the  birds  found  in  the  NPR-A  are  the  Spectacled  Eider  and 
Steller's  Eider,  which,  as  your  own  summary  notes,  both  appear  on  the  Endangered 
Species  list.  The  Bar-tailed  Godwit,  which  has  few  nesting  sites  in  North  America, 
nests  here.  The  YcUow-biUed  l-oon  nests  only  in  this  region.  Many  waterfowl 
summer  in  the  area,  at  a  time  when  they  are  undergoing  their  annual  molt  in 
preparation  for  migration.  The  Colville  River  Special  Area  has  been  recognized  as 
one  of  the  most  significant  regional  habitats  for  raptors  in  North  America.  Gyrfalcons 
have  no  other  nesting  area  in  the  United  States.  The  downstream  segment  of  the  river 
that  is  being  considered  for  oil  and  gas  leases  is  the  segment  in  which  the  highest 
density  of  raptors  is  found,  with  about  haif  the  nesting  pairs  of  Peregrine  Falcons, 
Gyrfalcons,  and  Rough-legged  Hawks  found  along  this  stretch  of  the  river 

Our  primary  conceni  is  that  not  enough  is  known  about  the  abundance  and  QQl 

distribution  of  the  wildlife  in  the  region,  the  habitat  needs  of  those  species,  and  the 
possible  effects  of  the  levels  of  human  presence  accompanying  each  of  the  Proposed 
Alternatives.  Therefore,  it  is  premature  to  choose  among  these  alternatives.  If  there 
is  not  an  urgent  need  to  develop  the  petroleum  reserves  in  this  region,  then  the  BLM 
has  the  opportunity  to  develop  and  obtain  sufficient  mformation  to  craft  a 
management  plan  tliat  will  afford  the  greatest  protection  to  the  environment  if  and 
when  gas  and  oil  extraction  activities  do  take  place.   We  urge  that  the  BLM  postpone 
the  selection  of  a  management  plan  until  basic  surveys  and  research  have  been 


completed.  If  the  BLM  can  not  postpone  the  selection  of  a  management  plan,  then  we  believe  that 
the  scientific  evidence  supports  the  selection  of  Alternative  A. 


Although  the  BLM  is  no  doubt  already  aware  of  the  ecological  and  biological  value  of  the  reserve, 
we  would  like  to  emphasize  the  fact  that  there  is  no  protected  area  in  Alaska  for  the  foothill  tundra 
and  wet  tundra  of  this  low-lying  coastal  region.  Its  value  is  further  enhanced  by  the  fact  that  it  is  a 
nearly  undisturbed,  continuous  area.  Habitat  fragmentation  has  been  identified  as  a  major  cause  of 
species  decline  and  disruption  of  ecosystem  function,  so  the  importance  of  large,  continuous  land 
areas  can  not  be  overlooked-  The  draft  EIS  does  not  adequately  describe  the  unique  ecological  and 
biological  value  of  the  area. 


Decisions  that  could  cause  irreparable  damage  to  the  environment  and  the  species  found  in  the 
NPR-A  should  not  be  made  without  adequate  scientific  information.  It  is  our  understanding  that 
some  of  this  information  is  not  available.  For  instance,  the  annual  waterfowl  survey  covers  only 
2%  of  the  region.  Literature  on  the  response  of  bird  populations  to  various  types  and  levels  of 
development  and  the  results  of  similar  activity  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  should  be  studied    In  his  letter 
of  20  February  1 998,  Tom  Cade,  Ph.D.,  notes  that  the  EIS  does  not  discuss  the  impact  of  ground 
and  air  traffic  disturbance  on  nesting  raptors,  despite  the  fact  that  the  literature  is  readily  available, 
The  impact  of  leasing  activity  extends  beyond  the  actual  surface  disturbance  to  the  tundra.  The 
human  activity  that  necessarily  accompanies  the  presence  of  oil  and  gas  wells  will  also  affect  the 
environmental  and  the  wildlife  of  the  region.  The  BLM  analysis  of  the  environment  does  not  seem 
to  have  included  a  thorough  review  of  the  research  program  conducted  by  the  Naval  Arctic 
Research  laboratory  at  Barrow. 


Any  plan  to  allow  development  of  this  region  should  include  very  specific  safeguards  to  protect 
the  environment  and  the  wildlife  found  there.  Such  safeguards  can  only  be  designed  appropnately 
with  the  use  of  scientific  information    We  urge  the  BLM  to  consider  carefully  the  detailed 
suggestions  made  by  Dr.  Cade,  in  implementing  any  of  the  Alternatives.  Limitations  on  the  use  of 
motor  vehicles  and  aircraft  and  restrictions  on  permanent  roads  and  human  habitation  should  be 
included  in  any  management  plan.  The  modifications  suggested  by  Dr.  Cade  with  regard  to  buffer 
zones  and  pipeline  locations  should  be  applied  to  the  nesting  areas  of  all  specie. 

The  Ornithological  Council  thanks  the  BLM  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  matter  and  for 
considering  the  views  and  concerns  of  the  scientific  ornithological  community. 

Sincerely, 


"jym^ck^-n      iiUPJ) 


David  Blockstein,  Ph.D. 

Chairman  of  the  Board 


^len  Paul 
Executive  Director 
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David  E.  Blocfcstcit),  Ph  D. 
Cliairman  uf  the  Bodid 
1725  K  St.,  NW.  bLJile2I2 
Washington,  CXI  20006-1401 
(302)  "510-5810 
Fax  (202)  628  .1311 
Emai:  OC@CNIE.Qfg 


F.llen  Pad 
FJtccutive  Director 
3713  Chev7  Chi-a;  I.akc  Dr..  ApL  3 
Chcv>' Chase  MD  208 15 
Phone  (301)986-8568    Fax  (301)^86-5205 
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1696-001 

We  agree  that  there  is  always  more  to  be  learned  about  our  Nation's  natural  resources,  including  the 
resources  of  the  North  Slope.  We  do,  however,  believe  there  is  adequate  data  collected  over  at  least  the  last 
several  decades  to  make  responsible  management  decisions.  For  more  on  the  efforts  we  have  made  to  assure 
that  we  have  taken  into  account  the  relevant  scientific  studies,  see  Response  1851-006. 

1696-002 

Some  language  has  been  added  to  Sections  III.  A.  1  .b  and  lll.B.  1  to  give  greater  emphasis  to  the  significance 

of  certain  habitat  types  in  the  planning  area.  '"'^  ''"'^  Blank 

1696-003 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Migratory  Bird  Management,  samples  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  waterfowl  and 
other  waterbird  populations  through  the  annual  breeding  pair  aerial  sun-ey.  The  sample  is  sufficiently  large 
for  determination  of  population  status  and  trends  on  which  management  decisions  are  based.  A  discussion 
of  the  effects  of  disturbance  on  peregrine  falcons  based  on  results  of  several  studies  has  been  added  to 
Section  IV. C. 8.  While  the  output  from  the  Naval  Arctic  Research  Laboratory  certainly  comprises  one  of  the 
most  important  arctic  databases,  relatively  few  of  the  publications  (Gunn,  1973)  are  pertinent  to  the  planning 
area,  and  many  present  more  detailed  information  on  ecology,  physiology,  and  behavior  of  birds  than  is 
appropriate  for  inclusion  in  this  EIS.  Appropriate  references  have  been  added  to  Section  III.B.4.C. 
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Bureau  off  Land  Management 
Needs  to  Hear  from  You  <m 
Plan  to  Conduct  Leasing  in 
tiie  iialionai  Pctroioum 


Lace  lasr  year,  rhc  federal  Bureau 
uf  Land  Management  issued  a 
draft  environmental  impaa 
statHTient  proposing  to  resume  oil  and 
gas  leasing  in  a  ponion  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Reseive-Alaska  (NPR-A). 
The  reserve,  which  includes  2.3  million 
acirs  on  Alaska's  North  Slope,  lies  direci- 
\y  west  of  ARCO  Alaska's  Alpine 
development  and  die  Kuparuk  River 
Held.  (Stfg  map  on  page  2.) 

TTiis  proposal  is  extremely  important 
to  our  country's  energy  security.  In  addi- 


tion, the  0(.>eiiing  of  lliis  land  to  oif  and 
gas  leasing  has  important  implicaiions 
for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.  For  rhese  reasons, 
/VRCO  CAP  members  in  all  states  are 
.strongly  encouraged  lo  conmiunicate 
their  views  on  the  National  Perrolcmn 
Reserve- Alaska  to  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  before  the  deadline  for 
public  comment  on  Thurs.,  Marcli  12. 
(The  ifiltiress  appetm  on  page  3- ) 

U.S.  reliance  on  foreign  oil.  whicli  Is 
alwavs  subject  to  disruption  caused  by 
political  and  economic  problems 


abroad,  is  now  over  50  percent.  To 
ensure  the  country's  energy  seairiiy,  we 
must  increase  the  domestic  production 
of  oil  and  gas. 

The  Nation;d  Petroleum  Rcser\'C- 
Alaska  offers  an  opportunity  to  protect 
liie  economy  and  provide  an  essentia!, 

ddhr  margin  of  energy  security  for 
(he  coimtry's  future.  This  land  was,  in 
fecT,  set  aside  in  192.3  for  the  purpose 
of  petroleum  development.  (Stce  related 
article  on  page  2.)  The  area  offers  enor- 
mous potential  as  a  source  of  donicstic 

National  PeQB/euni  Reserve  cvntimurd  on  page  2 


Divorcement 


Again  in 
Caufomia 

In  January  of  this  year,  the  San 
Di(^n  County  Board  of  Supervi- 
sors passed  a  retail  divorcement 
measure  fanning  refiner-operated  gaso- 
line stations.  In  order  to  rake  eifcct,  the 
otdinance  required  passage  ol  similar 
nitsisures  by  cities  representing  cwo- 


ihirds  of  the  county's  population.  In 
early  Fcbniar)^,  the  City  of  San  Diego 
and  several  other  municipalities  rook 
the  first  step  in  doing  just  that — 
approving  the  ordinance,  pending  a 
final  reading.  This  all  but  assures  the 
county's  population  requirement. 

Tlie  divorcement  measure,  which 
was  rlie  subject  of  a  recenr  C/\P  Alerr 
sent  to  San  Diego  CAl'  members,  has 
hit  reaching  implicarions.  Tn  addidon 
to  eliminating  ARCO's  ability  to  oper- 
ate its  stations,  the  ordinance  includes 
provision.s  for  modified  open-supply, 


pcrmitdng  retailers  to  porcha.sc  supply 
from  any  terminal  offering  the  same 
brand,  despite  contract  agreements, 
The  measure  also  requires  uniform 
pricing,  wliich  eliminates  ARCO's  abil- 
ity to  respond  to  local  compccidon. 

Readers  of  CAP  Reports  will  rec(^- 
nize  retail  divorcement  as  an  issue  that 
comes  up  on  a  regular  basis.  In  most 
cases,  ARCO  has  successfully  opposed 
divorcement  legislation,  both  at  local 
and  stare  levels.  Tlic  company  contin- 

Divorcemt  amrinued  on  pagi  3 


About 
the  NPR-A 

In  1923,  the  federal  government 
created  the  Naval  Petroleum 
Reserve  Number  4,  cominonlv 
called  Pet*4,  as  a  defer»e  measure. 
To  addreea  concents  about  the 
future  supply  of  oil  for  ttie  Navy,  ttie 
government  vtnthdrew  the  area, 
which  includes  23.5  million  acres  on 
Alaska's  North  Slope,  from  develop- 
ment under  mineral  laws. 

For  the  next  half  century,  only 
the  Navy  and  tha  U.S.  Geological 
-Survevwere  permitted  to  cortduct 
petroleum  exploration  of  t^e  region 
I  W(»stvvae.done  in  connection  with 
I  World  Wat  D—wfthec  test  wells 
I  di«ed  between  1M4  and  T353  and 
I  anofft^  round  foitowrms  sJio  orSC 
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National  PMroleuni  Reserve 
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energy.  Because  of  todays  lower  devel- 
opment and  operating  costs,  as  well  as 
recent  improvements  in  exploration 
and  production  technologies,  the  area 
offers  important  new  opporrunicics  for 
ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  and  ochcr  oil 
companies. 

ARCO  supports  Alternative  F.  in 
the  draft  environmental  impact  state- 
ment. This  would  resume  leasing  in  all 


impacT  statement  for  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska,  As  you 
know,  the  reserve  was  desigiiatcxl  by 
Congress  for  petroleum  development. 
In  fact,  66  wells  have  already  been 
drilled  in  the  area. 
'  The  Department  of  Interior  has  told 
m  what  to  do  to  pmtccr  rhc  environ- 
ment in  die  planning  area — and  wc 
can  do  ir.  Tliereforc,  there  is  no  rea- 


of  the  4.6  million  acre  planning  area 
covered  by  this  document;  and  the  area 
rcpicsents  roughly  20  percenr  of  the 
entire  pcirolcuni  reserve.  Other  alterna- 
tives in  the  statement  would  restrict 
access  in  ways  that  ARCO  belie\-es  are 
unnecessar)'  and  counrerproduCTivc. 

Company  representatives  have  tes- 
tified at  public  hearings  in  Alaska, 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  San  Francisco 
and  will  .submit  extensive  written  com- 
ments. But  grassroots  communi- 
cations, such  as  letters  from  ARCO 
CAP  mctnbers,  are  critical  to  making 
ire  the  federal  government  under- 
inds  our  views. 

Take  a  moment  to  cntiiact  die 
L  areau  of  land  Management.  Please 
keep  in  mind  the  following: 
•  ARCO  supports  full  leasing  of  the 
planning  area  as  oudined  in  Alterna- 
tive E  of  the  draft  envnonmcntal 


son  to  exclude  any  land  in  die  ;irca 
from  a  lease  sale.  The  draft  environ- 
memal  impact  statement  lists  a  serie-S 
of  safeguards  and  protecuve  measures, 
including  wildlife  buffer  aines,  which 
assure  enviranmenral  pmtcction. 
'  We  have  proven  that  wc  can  fmd, 
dc\'elop,  and  produce  oil  In  a  way 
that  protects  the  involvement  of  the 
North  Slope.  Using  new  advanced 
technology,  combined  with  exten- 
sive environmental  protections,  oil 
re-sources  can  readily  be  extracted 
ihrongboiit  the  planning  area  with- 
out harm  to  local  fish  and  wildlife 
as  confirmed  by  joint  industry  and 
government  studies.   And.  devclop- 
menr  can  occur  without 
interruption  of  the  traditional  uses 
of  the  land  by  Alaska  natives. 


Nation^  Pe^leum  Ressrve 
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IKVOfCWnOnt  contmnfd from  page  ! 

ues  to  oppose  this  ordinance  in  San 
Diego  and  hopes  to  prevent  its  spread 
e[sewliere. 

This  is  a  simple  economic  issue. 
,  ARCO  opposes  retail  markecin^ 
divorcement  because  we  believe  it  is 
anti-consumer  and  anti-competitive. 
Dealers  and  independent  retailers  sup- 
port divorcement  because  rhcy  believe 
they  stand  to  profit  if  lar^e  refiners  like 
ARCO  arc  prohibited  from  selling 
gasoline  at  company  oudets. 

Divorcement  supporters  contend 
that  refiner-operated  stations  drive  prices 
down  to  force  independent  dealers  out 
of  business,  leading  to  liigher  prices  in 
the  long  lertn.  We  see  it  ditfcrcniiy.  it  is 
our  belief  that  a  marketplace  with  free 
competirion,  including  high-volumCj 
low-priced  company-operated  stations, 
helps  consumers  and  the  economy, 

In  San  Diego,  pn>ponents  won  pub- 
lic support  iii  a  media  campaign  citing 
an  alleged  30-cent-a-galIon  price  spread 
between  Los  Angeles  and  San  Diego 


counties.  Tlie  aaual  daily  average  price 
spread  in  1997,  however,  was  under 
ei^r  cents  a  gallon. 

ARCO  currently  has  130  retail  sta- 
tions in  Sitn  Diego  County,  87  of  which 
are  company-operated.  Under  the  new 
lawj  ARCO  would  be  f<trced  to  "dealer- 
ize"  or  divest  the  87  srations,  resulting  in 
the  loss  of  jobs  and  benefits  for  employ- 
ees of  cotnpan)'-operateJ  stations.  In  all, 
San  Diego  County  currently  has  about 
140  rcfiner-openited  stations  diat  would 
have  to  be  divested,  leaving  dealers  the 
only  retailers. 

ARCO  does  not  believe  ihe  elimina- 
tion of  refiner-operated  stations  wU 
reduce  prices.  Surveys  show  company- 
operaced  stations  are  priced  sli^dy 
below  dealer-operated  stations.  Thus, 
common  sense  tells  us  that  the  loss  of 
competirion  from  company-operated 
stations  will  lead  to  higher  prices. 

The  open-su[jply  pinvision  of  the 
oiiHitiunces  tuuld  seriously  disrupt  the  sys- 
tan  bv  which  retailers  get  their  g^tsoline 


National  Pstroleuin  Reserve 
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"  Leasing  must  b^n  now  within  the 
National  Petroleum  RjCserve-vUaska  to 
protect  the  nadoii's  energy  and  eco- 
nomic sxurity  a  decade  or  mon:  from 
now.  U.S.  domestic  oil  supplies  arc 
shrinking  and  pnxiuction  is  at  its 
lowest  level  in  4U  years.  Sustaining 
Ainerica!s  economic  well-Iieing.  as 
well  as  providing  an  tsscntial,  prudent 
majgin  of  energj'  security  for  die 
longer  term  requires  diat  we  begin 
now  to  develop  energj'  resources.  Tjp- 
ically,  it  requires  Ten  to  fifteen  yc^n  of 
sic-ady  effort  to  proceed  from  leasing 
to  actual  oil  production. 

'  Civen  the  volatility  and  unceitainty 
in  woHd  markers  today,  we  must 
consider  die  resources  of  the  National 


Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  as  insur- 
ance against  broader  risks,  whether 
national  security  or  economic. 
No  niaiter  what  state  you  live  in, 
ARCO  G\l'  encourages  you  to  lei  iJic 
Bureau  of  Land  iVJan;igement  iaiow  your 
view.s  on  diis  ptoposal  for  the  Narional 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.  March  1 2  is 

the  deidline  for  public  conimenr,  so 
please  lake  action  immediately. 

A  short  letter  staring  your  ojiinton 
in  your  own  words  is  all  that  is  neces- 
sary. Please  st:nd  your  cajnmenes  to: 

Mr.  Geno  Tartand 

Project  Coordinator 

Bureau  of  Land  Managemant  (930) 

Alaska  Stats  Office 

222  W.  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  Alaska  99B13-7599  O 


and  interfere  with  existing  contracts.  If 
retailers  are  permitted  to  get  supply  from 
any  branded  (aoliry,  shonages  could  <xcur. 

The  unifcirm  pricing  provision 
would  force  refiners  to  charge  the  same 
wholesale  price  to  all  stations  supplied 
from  the  same  terminal.  Tliis  would 
make  it  impossible  for  refiners  to  meet 
local  competition. 

The  Western  States  PetrolcuiTi  Asso- 
ciation (WSPA),  on  bel^"  of  member 
companies  including  ARCO,  filed  a 
lawsuit  in  federal  district  court  in  San 
Diego  challenging  the  legality  of  tlie 
divorcement  ordinances,  We  will  keep 
you  posted  on  the  case. 

We  will  also  let  you  kiiow  if  wc 

need  your  help  in  contacting  officehold- 
ers about  this  measure  and  other 
divorcement  proposals  that  may  come 
up  in  our  marketing  areas.  In  Arizona, 
for  example,  lawmakers  recendy  defeat- 
ed a  divorcement  bill  in  committee.  We 
are  closely  monitoring  that  situation  in 

case  divorcement  is  reintroduced.  ^ 
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ARCO  Alaska  CAP 
Members  Visit  State 
Lamimakers 


On  February  3, 
members  of  the 
ARCO  Alaska 
CAP  Executive  Committee 
traveled  to  Juneau  for  a  State 
Capitol  visit.  During  the 
t%vo-day  tour,  the  group  met 
with  ihcir  elected  state  repre- 
sentatives, watched  the  state 
legislature  in  action,  and  sat 
down  for  a  conversation 
with  Gov.  Tony  Knovt-lcs,  Lt. 
Gov.  Frail  Ulnier,  and  mem- 
bers of  the  governor's  staff. 
Even  Shadow,  the  governor's 
dog,  a  six -year-old  black  lab, 
ambicd  into  the  conference 


room  to  greet  the  visiton. 

That  evening,  the 
ARCO  CAP  group  and  a 
numV^er  of  ARCO  Alaska 
executives  hosted  a  recep- 
tion. The  event  was  attended 
by  about  300  perjpie,  includ- 
ing lawmakers,  legislative 
staifj  and  other  ofRcials. 

In  addidon  lo  their 
meetings  with  elected  offi- 
cialsj  CAP  memben  anended 
committee  hearings,  sat  in 
on  House  and  Senate  floor 
sessions,  and  toured  the  gov- 
ernor's mansion. 

'ITie  Juneau  visit  was 


bi  jxoieau,  ARCO  C/W  members  had  a  chance  lo  visit  wilh 
Gov.  Tony  Ktioudes  and  l.i.-Gtm-Eran  IJhner.  Above,  ji-om  left, 
lire  CAP  memben  jack  White.  Judy  Anderson,  Dora  Soria. 
Stephanie  Schroder.  Kathleen  Plunkett,  Gov.  Knoioles,  J.t.  Gov. 
Uhner,  Gail  GaiUher.  Gina  J-uckty.  Nancy  Schoephoestcr,  Sieve 
Porter  and  Dick  Brooks. 


sponsored  by  ARCO  CAP 
to  give  emp]o>'ees  the 
opportunitj-  to  get  acquaint- 
ed with  state  lawmakers  and 
the  legislative  process.  Con- 
siitneni  communjcatioas 
with  state  officials  are  of 


prime  importance  in  a  state 
where  resource  management 
issues  are  critical  to  the  com- 
pany's operations.  ^ 
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NPR-A  lAP/ETS  Planning  Team  Members 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  West  7Ui  Avenue,  No.  13 

Anchorage,  AK  99513 

RE:      Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation's  Final  Comments  on  the  Northeast 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  Draft  Integrated  Activity' 
Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  flAP/EIS^.  nccemher  1997 

Dear  Planning  Team  Members; 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  provide  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI)  policy 
officials  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  (BLM)  Planning  Team  Members  with  Arctic 
Slope  Regional  Corporatioivs  (ASRC)  final  views  and  comments  on  (he  December  1997  Draft 
lAP/EIS  for  an  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  within  the  Northeast  portion  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Reser\'e-Alaska  (NPR-A).  This  letter  supplements  ASRC's  April  18,  1997  Scoping 
Coimnents  for  the  NPR-A  planning  process  (1 9  pages  with  enclosed  tables  and  maps)  and 
ASRC's  January  14,  1998,  Preliminary'  Comments  on  the  Draft  NPR-A  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS). 

This  letter  also  supplements  a  series  of  meetings  and  correspondence  about  North  Slope 
and  NPR-A  land  use  management,  public  land  policy,  and  proposed  land  exchanges  in  which 
ASRC  has  been  engaged  since  1994  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  other  Departmental 
officials  in  Washington,  D.C.  and  Alaska.  The  subject  of  these  meetings  has  been  to  urge  that 
DOI  focus  on  the  need  to  update  North  Slope  land  use  planning  and  management  and  to  consider 
land  exchanges  between  the  United  Stales  and  the  North  Slope's  other  major  land  holders  — 
ASRC  and  the  State  of  Alaska  —  which  could  signillctuilly  benefit  and  advance  the  interests  of 
all  parties. 


ASRC  represents  more  than  7.900  Inupiat  Eskimo  shareholders.  Many  of  our 
shareholders  live  in  Villages  located  within  or  near  the  23  million  acre  NPR-A.    They  use  the 
subsistence  and  other  resources  that  the  lands  and  waters  of  NPR-A  and  the  Planning  Area 
provide.  As  the  historic  and,  for  thousands  of  years,  the  only  residents  on  the  North  Slope,  Uic 
liiupiat  people  know  the  resources,  the  animals,  and  the  carr>'ing  capacity  of  the  land. 

The  lands  within  NPR-A,  including  tlic  Northeast  Plamiing  Area,  are  not  a  museum  nor  a 
wilderness  aiea.  These  lands  are  the  home  of  the  Ifiupiat  people.  They  are  used  by  the  Ifiupiat  to 
meet  our  needs  for  our  traditional  foods  and  provide  for  the  continuation  of  our  culture,  our 
traditions,  our  language  and  our  spirit  as  a  people. 

The  BLM  Planning  Team  should  accord  the  views  and  the  traditional  knowledge  of  the 
Inupiat  people  about  NPR-A  and  its  resources  substantial  deference.  The  Inupiat  were  here  long 
before  the  era  of  commercial  whaling,  before  the  Cold  War  and  its  Dew  Line  Bases,  and  before 
the  age  of  oil  and  gas  exploration.  The  Inupiat  people  will  still  be  here  long  after  the  economic 
and  strategic  attraction  of  our  lands  to  outsiders  has  passed. 

The  Ifiupiat  people  also  have  substantial  experience  and  success  in  regulating  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  development  and  production  in  the  Arctic  through  their  local  government,  the  North 
Slope  Borough  (NSB).  The  NSB  has  been  engaged  in  permitting  and  closely  regulating  oil 
activities  on  the  North  Slope  for  twenty-five  years.  This  regulation  has  been  very  successful  and 
has  contributed  to  shrinking  the  footprint  of  development  and  providing  incentives  for  greatly 
improved  oil  field  technology.  The  reduced  impacts  of  Arctic  oil  development  when  viewed  in 
the  context  of  Prudhoc  Bay,  Kuparuk,  Endicott  and,  now,  Alpine  are  truly  impressive.    The  NSB 
has  been  sensitive  to  real  world  economics,  protective  offish  and  wildlife  and  the  environment, 
and  has  based  its  decision  making  on  common  sense  experience  and  a  consultative  process  that 
addresses  potential  problems  before  tlicy  arise. 

The  Planning  Team  and  DOI  should  also  recognize  in  the  Final  EIS  that  national  energy 
needs,  and  State  and  Federal  policies  have,  over  time,  created  a  North  Slope  economy,  As  a 
rcsuh,  the  Inupiat  people  and  other  Nortli  Slope  residents  have  become  dependent  on  the  jobs, 
economic  activity  and  tax  base  which  oil  development  has  created.  And  this  activity  maintains 
the  society  and  supports  the  public  ser\'iccs  that  now  exist.  The  only  North  Slope  natural 
resources  which  can  maintain  this  economic  structure  is  environmentally  responsible  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  development  and  production. 


2. 


Background 


NPR-A  has  a  long  history  of  oil  and  gas  exploration,  seismic  surveys,  geologic 
assessments,  resource  studies,  EIS's,  and  prior  oil  and  gas  lease  sales.  As  a  result,  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  data  and  other  information  available  about  NPR-A,  its  fish  and  wildlife  and  other 
resources,  its  geology,  and  the  Inupiat  people  who  live  on  and  use  this  land. 
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The  northern  one-half  of  NPR-A  is  an  area  heavily  used  by  the  Inupiat  people  who  live  ia 
the  four  Villages  located  within  NPR-A  and  the  two  Villages  located  near  NPR-A.  There  are 
lumdrcds  of  allotinents,  cahins,  and  hunting  and  fishing  camps  scattered  throughout  NPR-A, 
including  on  the  lands  within  the  Northeast  Planning  Area.  These  allotments,  cabins  and 
subsistence  camps  are  not  recent  developments.  They  represent  patterns  of  subsistence  and 
traditional  uses  by  family  members  which  date  back  hundreds  of  years. 

The  three  Federal  oil  and  gas  exploration  programs  conducted  between  1944  and  1981 
resulted  in  extensive  seismic  surveys  and  the  drilling  of  109  exploratory  wells  all  across  the 
NPR-A.  The  drilling  of  many  of  these  wells  also  involved  the  construction  of  gravel  airstrips, 
camp  facilities  and  roads  from  airstrips  to  the  drilling  pad  sites.  !t  is  important  that  this  current 
review  of  the  Northeast  Planning  Areaof  KPR-A  for  a  proposed  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  be  rooted 
in  this  history  and  reality,  and  based  upon  knowledge  gained  from  the  extensive  studies 
previously  conducted  by  DLM  and  other  agencies. 

3.  Subsistence  Camps  and  Cabins  ^ 

It  is  important  that  the  proposed  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  in  the  NPR-A  Planning  Area  be 
based  upon  consultation  with  local  residents  on  ways  to  minimize  the  Impacts  of  exploration  and 
development  on  subsistence  resources  and  on  the  traditional  land  uses  of  the  Inupiat  people.  Six 
of  the  eight  Inupiat  Villages  on  the  North  Slope  are  located  within  or  nearNPR-A's23  million 
acres. 

Unfortunately,  the  critical  importance  of  the  Inupiat  people's  subsistence  use  cabins  and 
camps  was  not  recognized  or  addressed  in  the  December  1997  DEIS.  Instead,  they  were,  as 
noted  below,  studiously  ignored  and  dismissed  at  Chapter  Ill-C  on  page  42  in  the  following 
sentence: 

"(e)  Unauthorized  Usg;  There  are  a  number  of  structures, 
primarily  cabins  on  Federal  public  lands  without  BLM 
authorization." 

BLM  and  the  Members  of  the  Planning  Team  need  to  understand  that  the  Ifiupiat  people  and  their 
subsistence  camps  and  cabins  predate  the  creation  of  the  "Bureau  of  Land  Management"  and 
even  the  discover)'  of  America.  If  the  Inupiat  people's  use  of  their  traditional  lands  and  camps 
iias  been  ''without  BLM  authorization"  then  that  oversight  must  rest  at  BLM's  door.  Appropriate 
authorization  can  and  should  be  granted.  This  could  be  readily  achieved  in  a  mmiber  of  ways, 
including  a  land  exchange  with  ASRC  as  we  have  proposed.  


4.  ASRC's  Proposed  Land  Exchangt 

Tlie  Final  EIS  should  address  the  great  injustice  that  was  done  to  the  liiupiat  people  in 
1971  when  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  was  adopted.  At  that  time,  the 
23  million  acre  NPR-A  was  a  "Naval"  Petroleum  Reserve  created  by  Presidential  Executi- 
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Order  in  1923.  Because  of  this  area's  status  in  1971  ;is  a  Naval  Reserve.  ASRC  was  not 
permitted  to  acquire  lands  wilhin  NPR-A.  including  the  subsurface  estate  beneath  tlie  four 
Inupiat  Villages  within  NPR-A  (Barrow,  Wainvvrighl,  Atqasuk  and  Nuiqsut).  This  Village 
subsurface  estate  issue  was  addressed,  in  part,  in  1 980  by  section  1431(o)  of  the  Alaska  National 
Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA).  But,  ASRC,  was  still  nol  permitted  to  select  any  of 
the  other  lands  around  the  Inupiat  Villages  within  NPR-A,  any  of  the  cabin  and  camp  sites  our 
shareholders  use,  any  of  the  important  subsistence  areas  historically  used  by  the  Inupiat  people, 
or  any  of  the  subsurface  estate  of  this  area  which  might  have  mineral,  energy  or  other  economic 
potential.  In  short,  an  injustice  was  done. 

This  injustice  to  the  buipiat  people  was  compounded  by  tlic  fact  that  under  ANCSA  the 
liiupiat  Regional  Corporation  was  also  denied  selection  rights  within  the  then  9  million  acre 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  within  the  Central  Arctic  area  v/here  Pnidhoe  Bay  and  otlier 
oil  fields  are  located  because  of  prior  Federal  leases  and  Stale  land  selections.  Instead,  ASRC 
was  forced  to  select  lands  that  the  State,  the  Federal  agencies  and  others  did  not  want.  These 
"left  over"  lands  were  often  himdreds  of  miles  away  from  our  Inupiat  Villages  and  the  areas  that 
the  Inupiat  Eskimo  people  traditionally  used. 

ASRC  has  proposed  a  remedy  to  this  injustice.  In  1994,  ASRC  proposed  to  DOI  an  equal 
value  land  exchange  in  which  ASRC  would  exchange  its  1.2  million  acres  of  Killik  River  lands 
for  a  major  new  addition  to  the  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park,  'fhe  Killik  lands  would  add  a 
major  new  ecological  dimension  to  the  Park  with  river  systems  that  flow  into  the  Colville  River 
cmd  the  Arctic  Oceaji. 

In  return,  ASRC  would  receive  the  right  to  select  some  lands  within  NPR-A.  This  would 
include  lands  near  our  Villages,  important  subsistence  use  areas,  cabins  and  fish  cajnp  sites, 
traditional  and  cultural  use  areas,  and  subsurface  lands  having  potential  economic  value  for  coal, 
oil  and  gas  and  minerals.  In  1996,  the  State  of  Alaska  expressed  support  for  this  exchange  and 
proposed  State  participation  as  well. 

5.  Land  Exchange  Declared  "Beyond  the  ^cope" 

ASRC's  land  exchange  efforts  began  in  March  1 994.  This  was  well  before  the  current  oil 
and  gas  leasing  initiative  for  the  Northeast  Planning  area  of  NPR-A  was  proposed.  In  recent 
weeks,  ASRC  representatives  have  been  told  by  DO!  officials  that  addressing  our  proposed  land 
exchanges  in  the  Final  NPR-A  EIS  or  even  acknowledging  our  shareholders'  right  to  use  their 
hunting  and  fish  camps  in  NPR-A  are  somehow  "beyond  the  scope"  of  the  EIS  planning  process. 
As  a  result,  these  traditional  family  subsistence  camps  and  the  merits  of  our  land  exchange 
proposal  will,  apparently,  not  be  addressed  or  even  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  Instead,  the 
Iflupiat  people's  views  about  their  homelands  are  considered  by  BLM  and  DOI  as  being  simply 
as  one  of  the  "Alternatives  And  Issues  Considered  But  Eliminated  From  Detailed  Analysis"  in 
Ihe  NPR-A  OF.IS. 
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If  ASRC's  interests  in  protecting  our  shareholder's  hunting  and  fish  camps,  cabins, 
traditional  and  cultural  use  areas,  and  our  proposed  land  exchange  are  "beyond  the  scope"  of  the 
EIS,  they  should  properly  be  made  the  subject  of  separate  discussions  with  DOI  representatives 
outside  the  context  of  the  Final  EIS  and  the  lease  sale  planning  process.  But,  unfortunately,  this 
is  not  the  case.  On  the  one  hand.  DOI  representatives  contend  that  discussions  offish  camps, 
cabins  and  land  exchanges  are  "beyond  the  scope"  and  will  not  be  addressed  in  the  Final  ETS.  On 
the  other  hand,  and  at  the  same  time,  we  are  told  that  our  Inupiat  shareholders'  rights  and 
interests  in  these  matters  are  somehow  "too  closely  related"  lo  the  subjeci  oi'the  NPR-A  EIS  lo 
be  discussed  or  even  considered  by  representatives  of  DOI  until  aftgr  the  Final  EIS  is  published. 
And  when  will  the  HIS  be  finalised?  Apparently,  not  until  the  Final  EIS  is  published  (August 
1998)  and  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  has  been  signed  by  the  DOI  (November  1998),  and 
perhaps  not  until  after  other  steps  have  been  taken  in  accordance  with  nominations,  notices  and 
other  lease  sale  procedures  (March  to  October  1999). 


Again,  justice  delayed  is  justice  denied  for  die  Inupiat  people 
ASRC  Recommends  and  SMpports  Alternative  E 


ASRC  strongly  believes  that  the  gy  resources  in  the  Planning  Area  can  be  and  should  be 
leased  and  responsibly  developed.  Tliis  can  be  done  in  ways  that  are  consistent  with  subsistence 
uses  and  protect  the  fish  and  wildlife  and  the  environment.  ASRC  supports  Alternative  E  in  the 
DEIS  as  the  best  way  to  achieve  local,  state  and  national  objectives. 

ASRC  is  opposed  to  "closing",  to  "delaying",  and  to  "deferring"  leasing  in  the  NPR-A's 
Northeast  Planning  Area.  It  is  our  experience  and  our  position  that  all  of  the  Planning  Area  can. 
with  proper  regulations,  stipulations,  and  ulili7.ing  improved  land  use  planning  and  new  industry 
technology,  be  safely  leased,  explored,  developed,  and  produced.  W\ien  and  where  there  is  a 
demonstrated  need  for  the  development  of  special  stipulations  or  mitigation  strategies  for 
particular  areas,  ASRC  proposes  that  these  issues  be  addressed  in  the  exploration  and 
development  work,  plans  for  activities  on  the  lease  or  leases  involved.  It  is  ASRC's  position  that 
the  NPR-A  can  and  should  be  managed  to  protect  the  Inupiat  people's  subsistence  uses  and,  at 
the  same  time,  permit  leasing,  exploration  and  development.  North  Slope  experience  shows  that 
subsistence  uses  and  properly  regulated  oil  development  are  not  inconsistent.  Endicott,  Alpine, 
Badami  and  other  developments  in  recent  years  make  ver>'  clear  that  subsistence  objectives  can 
be  achieved  in  a  manner  that  is  fully  consistent  with  properly  regulated  exploration  and 
development  of  the  Planning  Area's  oil  and  gas  resource  potential. 
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The  NSB,  the  Slate  and  the  Federal  agencies  have  an  excellent  record  of  preventing, 
minimizing,  and,  where  necessary,  mitigating  impacts  on  the  environment  of  Alaska's  North 
Slope  from  exploring,  developing  and  producing  oil.  The  regulatory  and  management  techniques 
which  have  been  utilized  have  been  greatly  refined  and  improved  over  time.  They  include: 

•  seasonal  limitations  which  confine  active  exploration  and  development  activities 
to  the  winter  season  when  migratory  waterfowl  and  species  are  not  in  the  area  and 
when  caribou  are  not  calving  or  using  coastal  areas  for  insect  relief; 

•  use  of  temporal^  ice  roads  which  minimize  surface  impacts,  avoid  habitat 
damage,  do  not  require  permanent  gravel  access  roads,  and  result  in  roadless  oil 
fields; 

•  use  of  smaller  drilling  pads,  and  horizontal  and  directional  drilling  to  reach  out  lo 
maximize  resource  recovery,  greatly  reduce  surface  impacts,  and  permit 
development  beneath  sensitive  surface  areas; 

•  reinjection  of  cuttings  and  drilling  fluids  into  subsurface  formations,  eliminating 
surface  discharges  and  mud  storage  pits; 

•  burying  or  elevating  gathering  pipelines  to  avoid  interference  with  caribou 
migratory  routes; 

•  significant  improvements  in  industry  geological  information  from  advances  in 
seismic  data  which  means  fewer  wells,  less  surface  disturbance,  better  well  and 
drilling  pad  placement,  greater  oil  recovery,  and  le.ss  on-lhe-ground  infrastructure; 

•  greatly  improved  Umd  use  planning,  based  upon  better  information  about  fish  and 
wildlife  and  their  habitat,  resulting  in  a  greatly  reduced  footprint  from  exploration 
and  development; 

•  continuing  advances  in  regulations,  stipulations  and  work  plans  which  build  upon 
25  years  of  intensive  experience  to  address  familiar  problems  and  to  deal  with  any 
unanticipated  conditions  which  may  arise; 

•  limitations  on  aircraft  operations  and  on  the  ground  activities  during  seasons  or 
such  periods  of  time  as  are  necessary  lo  avoid  disturbances  when  migratory 
waterfowl  or  wildlife  are  in  a  leasehold  area; 


'P 


use  of  bufier  zones  and  set  backs  lo  avoid  disturbance  lo  waterfowl  and  wildlife 
during  seasons  of  nesting,  calving,  molting  or  other  sensitive  periods;  and 

establishing  corridors  or  areas  on  lea.ses  where  no  permanent  surface  occupancy 
will  be  allowed  to  protect  migration  routes,  unique  habitat  or  other  conditii 
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These  regulator,'  and  management  lechnicjues  continue  to  be  improved.  Coupled  witli  tJic 
major  advances  in  oil  industry  technology  and  land  use  planning  liiat  arc  taking  place.  ASRC  is 
confident  that  all  of  the  lands  in  the  NFR-A  Planning  Area  can  be  leased  and  safely  explored  and 
developed.  In  some  lease  areas  this  will  require  the  use  of  buffer  zones  and  set  backs,  the 
designation  of  areas  not  suitable  for  pennanenl  surface  occupancy,  seasonal  limitations  on 
activities,  and  common  sense  resolution  of  potential  conflicts. 

The  NSB,  the  Slate  and  Federal  regulatory  agencies  are  experienced  in  these  land  use 
management,  regulatory  and  mitigation  activities.    The  developments  now  underway  at  the 
Alpine  oil  field  show  the  stale  of  the  art,  what  is  possible,  and  how  to  do  it. 

The  NSB  has  twenty  live  years  of  experience  in  permitting  and  regulating  North  Slope  oil 
exploration  and  developmental  activities.  The  NSB  has  comprehensive  land  use  and 
environmental  codes  contained  in  Title  1 9  and  other  Borough  ordinances.  The  NSB  maintains  a 
very  competent  staff  including  biologists  and  other  scientists  and  professional  staff  with 
substantial  and  successful  experience  in  regulating  developmental  activities  and  protecting  fish 
and  wildlife,  subsistence  users,  the  land  and  water  and  other  environmental  values. 

7-         ASRC  Strongly  Opposes  (.realing  New  Special  Areas  and  Other  Designation.s 

ASRC  is  strongly  opposed  to  any  land  use  designations  which  would  expand  "special 
areas",  designate  habitat  areas  as  "critical",  limit  the  traditional  use  of  such  areas  by  the  Inupiat 
people,  or  add  new  Wild  ajid  Scenic  River,  National  Park,  Wildlife  Refuge,  Wilderness  or  other 
such  designations  within  the  Planning  Area  or  within  NPR-A. 

It  is  ASRC's  view  that  designations  of  this  nature  would  create  problems  and  restrict  the 
liiupiat  people's  uses  of  NPR-A's  lands  and  resources.  Matters  of  particular  concern  include: 

•  maintaining  access  to  allotments,  to  hunting  and  fishing  camps  and  cabins,  and  to 
ASRC's  private  lands  at  Cape  Ilalkett: 

•  our  experience  that  any  designation  of  an  area  as  special  or  unique  soon  develops 
a  constituency  for  management  of  that  area  as  wilderness;  and 

•  the  need  for  BLM  and  DOl  to  treat  the  interests  and  lifestyle  of  the  liiupiat  people 

the  people  who  use  this  area  —  with  respect. 

Our  concerns  on  this  matter  of  restrictive  designations  are  not  hypothetical.  They  are 
based  upon  hard  experience.  The  Inupiat  people  of  Anaktuvuk  Pass,  one  of  our  Villages  which  is 
located  within  the  Crates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park,  were  told  that  creation  of  the  Park  would 
not  change  or  jeopardize  their  lifestyle  and  subsistence  activities.  However,  designation  of  the 
Park  did  change  and  severely  limit  their  lifestyle  and  subsistence  activities.  Arbitrary  regulations 
were  imposed  which  liinited  subsistence  hunters'  ability  to  travel  and  hunt  in  customary  places 
and  to  take  the  fish  and  animal  resources  necessarj'  for  survival.  The  Anaktuvuk  c-xperieng 
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well  known  to  all  of  ASRC's  shareholders.  II  colors  their  thouglils  and  their  relationship  with  the 
National  Park  Service.  Tliis  regulation  of  residents'  activities  is  seen  as  having  been  unfair. 

Our  concerns  are  also  informed  by  the  experience  of  oui'  Village  of  Kaktovik.  located  on 
Barter  Island  and  witliin  the  boundaries  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Here,  fewer  tlran 
200  liiupiat  people  live  within  a  19  million  acre  Refuge  which  is  larger  than  iriany  lower  48 
States.  Yet,  they  are  forced  to  live  with  restrictive  regulations  and  oversight  of  their  activities  by 
Fish  and  Wildlife  regulatory  personnel. 

Our  shareholders  want  to  have  the  use  of  our  traditional  lands.  They  want  the  lifestyle 
and  the  freedom  our  forefathers  enjoyed. 


8. 


Conclusion 


In  conclusion,  and  on  behalf  of  ASRC's  shareholders,  I  want  to  thank  Secretary  Babbitt 
for  his  visit  to  Alaska's  North  Slope  last  summer.  The  Secretarj''s  remarks  during  his  visit  to 
Noah  and  Molly  Ilta's  fish  camp  reflected  an  understanding  and  appreciation  of  the  importance 
of  Inupiat  culture,  our  subsistence  lifestyle,  and  our  people's  relationship  to  the  land.  Secretary 
Babbitt's  visit  to  (he  Alpine  oil  field  afforded  an  opportunity  to  see  the  great  progress  which  has 
been  made  in  making  our  subsistence  culture  compatible  with  the  development  of  energy 
resources  and  providing  economic  benefits  which  the  nation  and  the  Ir~iupiat  people  need. 

.■Mso,  on  behalf  of  ASRC's  shareholders.  I  want  to  thank  Governor  Knowles  tor  his 
leadership  and  his  "Doing  It  Right"  policy  for  developing  Alaska's  oil  and  other  natural 
resources,  'fhe  (lovemor  has  worked  hard  in  this  area.  He  has  brought  excellent  leadership  into 
the  key  resource  agencies,  and  he  has  made  State  government  accessible  to  all  stakeholders.  As  a 
result.  Governor  Knowles  has  earned  respect  and  gained  credibility  with  ASRC's  shareholders. 

Finally,  1  want  to  thank  the  BLM  Planning  Team  members  for  their  continuing  efforts  to 
address  and  resolve  issues  which  draw  different  views  from  a  variety  of  experts.  It  is  the  hope  of 
.'VSRC's  shareholders  that  you  will  accord  deference  to  the  knowledge  and  life  experiences  of  the 
Inupiat  people  on  the  issues  presented.  We  also  hope  that  you  will  approach  your  task  as 
generalists  assigned  the  responsibility  of  developing  a  policy  which  advances  the  interests  of  the 
State  and  nation. 

We  lu-ge  that  BLM  give  these  comments,  views  and  recommendations  the  serious 
attention  and  recognition  that  our  shareholders  merit  and  deserve. 
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Enclostid  fur  your  i;se  and  information  is  a  separate  letter  of  March  12,  1998  to  Tom 
Allen,  Stale  Director,  BL.M,  which  addresses  ASRC's  comments  and  recommendations  on  the 
"Kuukpik/ASRC  Land  Entitlements  in  NPR-A;  Proposed  Federal  Lease  Sale  in  NPR-A." 


■  arctic 
I  reqio 


arctic  ^lope 
reqional  corp. 


Sincerely, 


Qo/>^  0Ji!UK.^4i^- 


Jacob  Adams 

President 

ARCTIC  SLOPE  REGIONAL  CORPORATION 

Enclosure 

cc:        NPR-A  Planning  Team 

Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt,  Department  of  the  Interior 

Senator  Ted  Stevens 

Senator  Frank  Murkowski 

Congressman  Don  Young 

Governor  Tony  Knowles,  Stale  of  Alaska 

Mayor  Benjamin  Nageak,  North  Slope  Borough 

Marie  Carroll,  Chief  Administrative  Office,  North  Slope  Borough 

John  Shively,  Commissioner,  State  of  Alaska  DNR 

John  Katz,  State  of  Alaska,  Washington,  D.C.  Office 

Deborah  Williams,  Department  of  the  Interior 

Brooks  Yeager,  Department  of  the  Interior 

Tom  Fry,  Deputy  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Don  Long,  President,  liiupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope 

Joseph  Nukapigak,  Sr.,  President,  Kuukpik  Village  Corporation 


March  12, 1998 


Mr.  Tom  Allen 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

222  West  Seventh  Avenue,  tl  1 3 

Anchorage,  Alaska  995 1 3 


Re: 


Kuukpik/ASRC  Land  Entitleaients  in  NPR-A; 
Proposed  Federal  Lease  Sale  in  NPR-A 


Dear  Mr.  Allen: 


As  a  supplement  to  its  comments  on  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental 
Impact  Statement  ("DEIS")  for  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Re.serve-Alaska  filed  on  this 
date,  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  ("ASRC")  submits  this  letter  on  tlic  separate  issue  of  the 
remaining  land  selection  and  conveyancing  rights  of  Kuukpik  Corporation  ("Kuukpik")  and 
ASRC  witliin  the  former  AKCSA  Section  1 1  (a)(  1 )  withdrawal  aiea.  This  withdrawal  area  is 
referred  to  in  the  DEIS  as  the  Kuukpik  Corporation  Entitlement  Land  Use  Empha.sis  Area 
("Kuukpik  Entitlement  LUEA"). 

On  pages  2  and  6  of  its  April  17,  1997,  Scoping  Comments  on  the  DEIS,  ASRC  asserted 
that  the  land  selection  and  conveyancing  rights  of  Kuukpik  and  ASRC  within  the  former  ANCSA 
Section  1 1  (a)(  1 )  withdrawal  should  be  given  precedence  over  and  protected  from  any  Federal  oil 
and  gas  leasing  within  the  withdrawal  area.  In  its  Scoping  Comments,  ASRC  explained  in  detail 
the  basis  for  its  position  that  leasing  activity  in  the  Section  1 1(a)(1)  withdrawal  area  prior  to  the 
exercise  of  these  selection  rights  would  deny  to  ASRC  and  Kuukpik  -  and,  through  the  revenue 
sharing  provisions  of  Section  7(i)  of  ANCSA,  all  Alaska  Natives  ~  the  benefits  of  economically 
viable  lands.    Tliis  is  precisely  what  Congress  intended  to  grant  them  when  it  enacted  ANCSA  in 
settlement  of  the  aboriginal  land  rights  of  Alaska's  Native  people. 
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The  maimer  in  which  the  DEIS  treats  ASRC's  and  Kuukpik's  selection  rights  in 
Ahcmatives  C,  D  and  F  would  deny  to  them  a  substantial  portion  of  the  economic  benefits  that 
will  likely  be  derived  from  the  lands  ultimately  conveyed  to  Kuukpik  and  ASRC  within  the 
former  Section  1 1(a)(1)  withdrawal  area. 

Alternatives  C,  D  and  E  all  provide  that: 

The  Kuukpik  Corporation  Entitlement  LUEA  would  be 
available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  and  royalties  would  be  put  jn 
escrow. 

DEIS  at  11-19-20.  (Emphasis  added.) 

ASRC  takes  little  comfort  from  the  BLM's  statement  that  any  royalties  would  be  put  in 
escrow  for  several  reasons.    First,  the  statement  is  limited  to  royalties  and  is  silent  on  the  issue  of 
whether  "front-end"  bonus  payments  that  would  be  generated  ui  a  competitive  oil  and  gas  lease 
sale  or  subsequent  rental  payments  would  also  be  escrowed.  Nowhere  in  the  DEIS  does  BLM 
explain  the  source  for  its  statement  that  "royalties  would  be  put  in  escrow,"  but      presumably 
tlie  reference  to  such  an  escrow  arrangement  is  based  on  the  provisions  of  a  land  exchange  and 
consolidation  agreement  that  ASRC  entered  into  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  June 
1979,  which  was  later  ratified  as  a  matter  of  federal  law  in  Section  1431(a)  of  ANILCA. 

Paragraph  XI.E  of  the  "Terms  and  Conditions  for  Land  Exchanges  and  Resolution  of 
Conveyancing  Issues  in  Arctic  Slope  Region  Refween  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  Arctic 
Slope  Regional  Corporation"  ("1979  Terms  and  Conditions'),  referenced  in  Section  1431(a), 
provides  that: 

After  ASRC  exercises  its  option  to  acquire  title  to  lands 
through  an  exchange  under  this  paragraph  XI,  the  Secretary  [of  the 
Interior)  shall  place  in  an  escrow  account  for  the  account  of  ASRC 
in  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States  any  income  from  sufasurface 
lands  ASRC  has  elected  to  acquire,    f  he  monies  placed  in  such 
escrow  account  shall  only  be  tlie  income  received  by  the  Secretary 
after  ASRC  has  exercised  the  option  described  in  this  paragraph 
XI,  and  derived  from  tlic  specific  lands  ASRC  has  identified  for 
conveyance.  (Emphasis  added.) 

Although  it  is  clear  that  the  escrow  provisions  of  Paragraph  XI.E  of  the  1979  Terms  and 
Conditions  apply  not  only  to  royalty  income  but  to  all  other  income  tliat  may  be  derived  from  the 
atfected  subsurface,  there  are  two  serious  flaws  in  the  BLM's  proposed  escrow  arrangement  that 
would  substantially  diminish  ASRC's  property  rights. 
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The  finst  problem  arises  with  respect  to  idcntiiying  the  "specific  lands"  to  which  the 
escrow  arrangement  would  apply.    When  ASRC  exercised  its  option  under  Section  1431(o)of 
the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  ("ANILCA")  in  1987,  it  elected  to  acquire 
the  subsurface  beneath  all  Kuukpik  lands  in  NPR-A  even  though  a  portion  of  such  lands  - 
21,374  acres  as  it  now  turns  out  -  had  not  been  selected  by  Kuukpik  at  that  time.  Until  Kuukpik 
makes  its  remaining  land  selections,  tlie  Secretary  of  tlic  Interior  will  not  know  which  monies  to 
place  in  escrow  because  the  specific  lands  have  not  yet  been  identified  by  Kuukpik. 

The  second  major  problem  with  the  BLM's  proposed  escrow  arrangement  is  that  it 
undoubtedly  would  lead  to  unnecessary  conflicts  not  only  with  the  United  States,  but  with  the 
State  of  Alaska  as  well.  Under  current  law,  tlie  State  has  the  right  to  receive  50%  of  the  revenue 
generated  from  federal  oil  and  gas  leasing  witliin  NPR-A  (subject  to  the  obligation  to  reallocate  a 
portion  of  such  revenue  to  the  impacted  local  communities).  It  is  highly  likely  that,  if  any  federal 
oil  and  gas  leases  are  issued  on  lands  before  Kuukpik  makes  its  selections  withm  the  former 
Section  1 1  (a)(1)  withdrawal  area  (and  with  respect  to  which  Kuukpik  would  later  receive  a 
conveyance  to  the  surface  estate,  and  ASRC  the  corresponding  subsurface  estate),  the  State 
would  claim  that  its  right  to  receive  revenues  from  the  leasing  activity  could  not  be  defeated  by 
ASRC's  escrow  rights  under  the  1 979  Terms  and  Conditions.  At  the  very  least,  such  a  dispute 
would  lead  to  costly  and  protracted  litigation  with  the  outcome  uncertain  for  several  years. 
Accordingly,  ASRC  strongly  opposes  the  treatment  of  its  vested  ANILCA  Section  1 43 1  (o)  rights 
as  suggested  in  Alternatives  C,  D  and  E. 

While  ASRC  does  not  support  Allernativc  B  because  of  the  proposed  deletion  of 
extremely  large  areas  from  oil  and  gas  leasing,  for  tlie  most  part  Alternative  B  does  adopt  the 
position  on  the  land  selection  issue  taken  by  both  ASRC  and  Kuukpik  in  their  April  1997 
Scoping  Comments  that  addressed  the  land  selection  issue.  Alternative  B  would  postpone 
leasing  within  most  of  the  proposed  Kuukpik  Entitlement  LUEA  until  the  corporations' 
entitlements  have  been  satisfied. 


Inexplicably,  however.  Alternative  B  leaves  one  township  ~  Township  10  North,  Range  2 
East  (U.M.)  -  open  to  leasing  prior  to  the  exercise  of  Kuukpik's  remaining  selection  rights. 
BLM  appears  to  base  this  exclusion  on  the  erroneous  assumption  that  Kuukpik's  remaining 
entitlement  is  only  13,000  acres  (sss  DIAP/EIS  at  11-3)  mstead  of  the  approximately  21,374  acres 
to  which  Kuukpik  is  entitled.  The  draftsmen  of  the  DEIS  apparently  were  unaware  that  on 
September  16,  1997,  by  written  notification  to  the  BLM,  ASRC  reallocated  to  Kuukpik  its 
remaining  8,253  acres  of  entitlement  under  Section  12(b)  of  ANCSA. 


Once  again,  ASRC  emphasizes  that  it  does  not  control  the  timing  of  Kuukpik's  exercise 
of  its  remaining  selection  rights.  ASRC,  however,  still  strongly  believes  that  it  would  be  in  the 
best  interests  of  ASRC,  Kuukpik  and  the  United  States  if  the  "underselection"  problem  is 
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addressed  and  resolved  prior  lo  any  leasing  of  lands  within  the  proposed  Kuukpik  Entitlement 
LUEA.  Once  Kiiukpik's  lands  have  been  identified  and  selected,  most  if  not  all  of  the  remaining 
federal  lands  within  this  LUEA  would  be  available  for  leasing  on  a  basis  that  would  not  conflict 
with  either  Kuukpik's  or  ASRC's  vested  rights. 


JAMES    WiCKWIRE 


WiCKwiRE,    Greene,    Crosby,    Brewer   &   Seward 


THE    EXCHANGE   BUILDING.    SUITE    2000 

S2I      SECOND    AVENUE 

SEATTLE,    WASMINC^ON    QQ104 


Very  truly  yours, 


'iA^--^ 


Jacob  Adains 

President 

ARCTIC  SLOPE  REGIONAL  CORPORATION 
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John  Shively,  Commissioner,  State  of  Alaska  DNR 

John  Katz,  State  of  Alaska,  Washington,  D.C.  Office 

Deborah  Williams,  Department  of  tlie  Interior 

Brooks  Yeager,  Department  of  the  Interior 

Tom  Pry,  Deputy  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Don  Lung,  President,  Inupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope 

Joseph  Nukapigak,  Sr.,  President,  Kuukpik  Village  Corporation 


^ 


March  12,  1998 


Mr.  Tom  Allen 

State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

222  West  Seventh  Avenue,  #13 

Anchorage,  Alaska  99513 


Re:   Kuukpik/ASRC  Land  Entitlements  in  NPR-A; 
Proposed  Federal  Lease  Sale  in  NFR-A 

Dear  Mr.  Allen: 

On  this  same  date,  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation 
("ASRC")  has  submitted  its  comments  on  the  Draft  Integrated 
Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("DEIS")  for  the 
Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  and  a  supplemental 
letter  on  the  separate  issue  of  the  remaining  land  selection  and 
conveyancing  rights  of  Kuukpik  Corporation  ("Kuukpik")  and  ASRC 
within  the  former  ANCSA  Section  11(a) (1)  withdrawal  area. 

This  letter  is  to  clarify  one  aspect  of  Mr.  Jacob  Ad2ims' 
letter  on  the  issue  of  Kuukpik's  and  ASRC's  land  selection  and 
conveyancing  rights.   That  letter  addressed  the  issue  of  the 
impact  of  proposed  oil  and  gas  leasing  activity  within  the  former 
Section  11(a)(1)  withdrawal  area  should  it  occur  prior  to  the 
exercise  of  Kuukpik's  right  to  select  its  remaining  entitlement 
of  approximately  21,374  acres  within  such  area.  Although  there 
is  no  statement  in  the  text  of  the  DEIS  to  support  such  a 
construction,  it  is  possible  to  construe  the  map  exhibits  for 
Alternatives  C,  D  and  E  (DEIS  at  11-23-25)  as  contemplating 
leasing  on  the  lands  validly  selected  by  Kuukpik  in  1974-75,  and 
to  which  ASRC's  right  to  receive  the  subsurface  estate  vested  in 
1987  when  it  exercised  its  option  under  Section  1431 (o)  of  the 
Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act. 

The  selected  lands  —  aggregating  approximately  20,345  acres 
—  are  not  depicted  on  the  referenced  map  exhibits,  but  I  assume 
this  was  simply  an  oversight  in  the  preparation  of  such  exhibits. 
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If,  however,  this  is  not  a  mistake,  this  is  to  advise  you  that 
ASRC  will  strenuously  oppose  any  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  these 
lands  prior  to  conveyance  of  the  surface  estate  to  Kuukpik,  and 
the  coterminous  subsurface  estate  to  ASRC. 


005 


Very  truly  yours, 


Hr.    Jacob  Adams 


1751-001 

Please  see  Response  1669-039. 

1751-002 

Please  see  Response  0106-003. 

1751-003 

The  language  in  Alternatives  C,  D,  and  E  has  been  modified  so  as  not  to  limit  the  funds  to 
which  ASRC  may  be  entitled  only  to  royalties.  All  applicable  revenues  would  be  escrowed 
to  ASRC. 

1751-004 

Please  see  Response  1670-005. 


1751-005 

Please  see  Response  1670-012. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICF. 

1011  B.  Tudor  Kd. 

Anchorage.  Alaska  99503-6199 

WR  12  1996 
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To: 


State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


From:      Regional  Director 

Subject:  Draft  F,TS,  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  reviewed  the  Draft  linvironmcntal  Impact  Statement  and 
Integrated  Activity  Plan  prepared  for  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Ala.ska.  The 
DEIS  document  analyzes  various  management  alternatives  for  a  4.6-million-acre  planning  area  in 
the  northeast  sector  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska,  with  an  emphasis  on  the  potential 
impacts  of  an  oil  and  gas  lease  sale.  The  Service  is  well  aware  of  the  tremendous  effort  that  has 
been  expended  in  compiling  data  and  public  comment.  We  commend  you  for  soliciting  and 
assimilating  Service  data  pertaining  to  our  trust  resources,  particularly  migratory  birds  and 
marine  manmials. 

Comments  that  address  specific  aspects  of  the  DEIS  are  attached,  as  well  as  background 
information  and  analysis  that  can  be  used  in  formulating  your  decision  regarding  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  The  Service  believes  that  adequate  protection  of 
wildlife  and  habitat  values  can  be  achieved  over  most  of  the  planning  area  through 
implementation  and  enforcement  of  the  stipulations  proposed  in  the  DEIS.  We  have  remaining 
concerns,  however,  regarding  resource  protection  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River 
Special  Areas,  and  the  associated  Land  Use  Emphasis  Areas. 

Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area 

The  area  north  and  east  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  designated  in  the  DEIS  as  the  Goose  Molting 
Habitat  I.UEA,  in  recognition  of  its  importance  to  molting  geese.  In  deciding  whether  to  lease 
tills  area,  one  must  weigh  the  value  of  the  wildlife  resource  against  the  potential  risks  inherent  in 
development.  The  value  of  the  resource  is  not  in  que.stion.    Tens  of  thousands  of  geese 
aggregate  in  this  region  annually,  using  the  large  lakes  and  adjacent  shorelines  as  a  secure  habitat 
in  which  to  complete  their  wing  molt.  As  molt  progresses,  tlie  birds  remain  flighUess  for  several 
weeks;  they  are  vulnerable  to  predators  and  therefore  react  strongly  to  disturbance.  Four  species 
of  geese  are  present;  notably,  up  to  23,000  brant  use  the  area,  representing  up  to  one  fifth  of  the 
Pacific  Flyway  population.  Brant  gather  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  from  breeding  colonies  in 
Alaska  and  Canada,  many  hundreds  of  miles  away.    I'here  is  no  comparable  molting  area  for 
arctic-nesting  geese  in  the  world. 


The  value  of  the  Goose  Moiling  Habitat  LUEA  (molting  area)  as  a  unique  and  irreplaceable 
habitat  for  internationally  important  waterfowl  populations  is  imquestionable.  The  risk  to  the 
habitat  and  populations,  should  oil  and  gas  leasing  be  permitted,  is  more  difficult  to  assess.    The 
apparent  conclusion  of  the  DEIS  that  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  molting  area  will  have  only 
minor  impact,  however,  lacks  a  firm  foundation.  The  Service  has  reviewed  a  broad  array  of 
relevant  studies  (see  attached).  Observations  and  experimental  study  of  molting  geese  within  the 
plaiming  area  confirm  that  they  react  adversely  to  human  activities  at  distances  of  himdreds,  or 
thousands,  of  meters.  The  Ser\'icc  is  aware  of  the  evidence  that  geese  have  habituated  to  some 
aspects  of  human  activity  in  the  existing  oil  fields,  but  there  is  substantial  imcertainty  in  the 
degree  to  which  those  results  may  be  applied  to  birds  using  the  molting  area.    There  are  some 
notable  differences  in  circumstances: 

•  'fhc  molting  area  is  used  predominantly  by  birds  that  have  not  bred  in  that  year.  In 
contrast,  the  majority  of  oilfield  birds  are  engaged  in  brood-rearing  during  the  molt 
period,  and  this  may  be  reflected  in  differing  behavioral  reactions  to  disturbance. 

•  Average  flock  size  is  larger  in  the  moldng  area,  and  this  may  influence  the  birds' 
behavior,  as  larger  flocks  tend  to  react  more  strongly  to  disturbance. 

•  Birds  exposed  to  oilfield  activity  as  goslings  are  likely  to  be  more  habituated  to  human 
activity  than  the  birds  that  moU  at  Teshekpuk,  which  likely  have  no  prior  experience  with 
oilfield-related  activities. 

If  molting  geese  in  the  planning  area  prove  unable  to  habituate  to  human  activity,  then  the 
predictions  of  the  DEIS  that  discount  the  possibility  of  population-level  impacts  are  unjustified. 
At  the  end  of  the  molt  period,  brant  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  are  in  a  state  of  depleted  nutrient 
reserves.  We  do  not  know  whether  these  birds  have  the  ability  to  compensate  for  additional 
energy  demands  and  loss  of  food  intake  associated  with  chronic  distiu'bance.  Again,  birds  in  the 
oilfields  are  an  imperfect  model  because  the  numbers  and  density  of  geese  in  the  molting  area  far 
exceed  those  of  the  oilfields,  habitat  characteristics  differ  markedly,  and  physiological  condition 
may  differ  according  to  breeding  status.  


Should  leasing  in  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  occur,  the  Service  supports  implementation 
of  sfipulations  proposed  to  minimize  impacts  to  geese.  It  must  be  recognized,  however,  that  the 
stipulations  represent  a  compromise  between  the  goal  of  maximum  protection,  and  the  goal  of 
allowing  oil  and  gas  development.  The  effectiveness  of  those  stipulations  is  by  no  means 
assured.  Furthermore,  even  with  the  best  of  intentions,  stipulations  may  be  rendered  ineffective 
by  problems  associated  with  implemeittation  and  enforcement.  Enforcement  is  key,  and  is  a 
neglected  topic  in  the  DEIS.  We  note,  for  example,  that  neither  State  regulation  nor  industry 
policy  has  been  effective  in  eliminating  the  problem  of  attraction  of  wildlife  to  waste  disposal 
sites  in  the  existing  oilfields.  A  similar  failure  of  enforcement  could  have  disastrous 
consequences  to  waterfowl  in  the  molting  area.    Also,  while  management  flexibility  is  clearly 
needed,  fi^cquent  waivers  could  reduce  the  elfectiveness  of  the  proposed  stipulations.    For  tliese 
reasons,  proposed  mitigation  may  be  insufllcient. 
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An  additional  concern  is  that  the  level  of  human  activity  in  the  molting  area  may  exceed  that 
which  is  predicted  in  the  DEIS .  The  history  of  the  exisdng  North  Slope  oilfields  suggests  that 
the  eventual  density  of  development  and  level  of  activit>'  may  far  exceed  initial  predictions.  The 
"minimal  impact  model"  represented  by  the  proposed  Alpine  facility,  and  assumed  in  the  DEIS 
analysis,  is  untried  and  may  prove  unrealistic.  To  a  large  degree,  DEIS  predictions  of  minimal 
impact  are  based  on  the  presumption  that  the  area  affected  by  development  will  be  small.  Once 
leased,  however,  there  is  no  area-wide  piannmg  mechanism  by  which  spreading  infrastructure 
may  be  controlled,  should  die  oil  and  gas  potential  of  the  area  exceed  expectations.  This  adds  a 
substantial  element  of  uncertainty  in  regard  to  the  ultimate  level  of  habitat  alteration  and 
disturbance.  


While  the  bird  populations  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  of  Alaska  are  spectacular,  they  are 
generally  distributed  at  low  densities.    Therefore,  the  potential  for  limited  human  development  to 
impact  birds  at  the  population  level  is  diminished.  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  is  a  clear  exception 
to  this  generality.  A  single  lake  may  support  as  many  molting  brant  as  the  entire  breeding 
population  on  the  North  Slope.  Up  to  22  percent  of  the  Pacific  brant  population  may  be  present 
in  a  single  year.  Given  this  degree  of  concentrated  use,  population- level  impacts  are  clearly  a 
distinct  possibility.  


In  summary,  the  risks  associated  with  our  uncertain  capacity  for  effective  protection  argue 
against  leasing  in  the  molting  area.  The  case  for  this  position  is  strengthened  by  congruence  with 
other  important  wildlife  considerations.  There  is  broad  overlap  widi  the  area  of  greatest  concern 
for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd,  habitat  for  the  threatened  spectacled  eider,  and  high 
density  areas  for  a  number  of  other  water  birds.  Given  the  exceptional  wildlife  values  of  this 
region,  leasing  should  be  predicated  on  a  high  degree  of  confidence  in  predictions  of  minimal 
impact.  That  standard  has  not  been  met. 

Only  a  portion  of  the  calving  area  of  the  feshekpuk  Lake  caribou  herd  would  be  protected  by  a 
deletion  of  the  goose  molting  area  from  leasing.  The  Service  has  opposed  oil  and  gas  leasing 
within  calving  areas  on  tl\e  AicUc  Coastal  P\ain,  because  of  concerns  regarding  potential  impacts 
of  development  on  the  distribution  of  female  caribou  during  the  calving  and  post-ca!ving  period. 
Several  lines  of  evidence  suggest  a  long-term  negative  impact  on  caribou  populations  resulting 
from  displacement  from  intensively  developed  areas.  Some  studies  suggest  that  reduced 
fecundity  of  caribou  in  the  oilfields  has  resulted  from  displacement  from  preferred  habitats  and 
disruptions  to  normal  movements.  There  is  scientific  uncertainty  regarding  these  conclusions, 
but  we  agree  with  statements  in  tlie  DEIS  which  indicate  a  potential  for  lowered  productivity  and 
abundance  of  caribou  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  herd.  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  herd  is  relatively  small, 
and  is  important  to  subsistence  users.  Until  there  is  greater  confidence  that  oil  production  can  be 
accomplished  u-ithout  displacing  calving  caribou,  it  would  be  prudent  to  defer  leasing  within  the 
concentrated  calving  area,  including  those  portions  of  the  Caribou  LUEA  located  south  and 
southeast  of  Teshekpuk  Lake. 

Colvflle  River  Special  Area 

The  Coiville  River  corridor  overlaps  a  number  of  LUEAs,  including  those  designed  for 


003 


004 


protection  offish,  raptor/passerine/moose  habitat,  recreation,  scenic  values,  and  the  potential 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation.  The  Coiville  River  Raptor,  Passerine,  and  Moose  LUEA 
(Coiville  River  LUEA)  is  of  most  concern  to  the  Service.  We  appreciate  your  commitment  to 
maintaining  the  Coiville  River's  outstanding  raptor  populations,  as  indicated  by  the  recognition 
of  this  LUEA,  and  expansion  beyond  the  original  Coiville  River  Special  Area  boundaries  to 
include  important  habitat  on  the  Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers.    The  Coiville  River  LUEA 
would  provide  a  one-mile  buffer  (within  which  pennanent  oil  and  gas  surface  structures  would 
be  prohibited)  west  of  the  Coiville  River  bluffs,  and  on  both  sides  of  the  above-named  tributaries. 
The  rationale  for  the  chosen  buffer  size  is  unstated,  but  is  consistent  with  Service  protection 
guidelines  for  peregrine  falcon  nest  sites. 

The  Coiville  River  is  well  known  for  the  abundance  of  raptors  that  nest  along  its  course.  As  a 
result  of  the  mosaic  of  habitat  types  in  the  river  corridor  and  surrounding  tundra,  there  is  a 
variety  and  density  of  birds  and  small  mammals  that  is  unusual  for  high-arctic  areas.  These 
abundant  prey  resources,  combined  with  the  large  number  of  cliffs  along  the  river,  results  in  a 
raptor  guild  that  is  noteworthy  for  both  its  numbers  and  density.  Additionally,  the  taxa  in  this 
guild,  which  include  arctic  peregrine  falcons,  gyrfalcons,  and  rough-legged  hawks,  nest 
exclusively  in  arctic  and  subarctic  areas.  Therefore,  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  United  States' 
breeding  population  of  each  of  these  taxa  is  contained  within  NPR-A  and  the  Coiville  River 
drainage.  For  example,  we  estimate  that  about  one-fourth  of  Alaska's  arctic  peregrine  falcon 
nests  (60  of  250)  are  located  within  the  Coiville  River  LUEA.  The  exceptionally  high  nest 
density  is  impressive  testimony  to  the  importance  of  the  Coiville  River  to  raptors,  but  does  not 
tell  the  whole  story.  Monitoring  data  suggest  that  peregrine  recovery  on  the  Coiville  River 
significantly  preceded  that  in  otiier  areas,  and  peregrines  banded  on  the  Coiville  River  have  been 
found  nesting  along  several  other  North  Slope  streams.  We  believe  that  the  Coiville  River  may 
be  a  core  area  or  source  population  important  for  establishing  and  maintaining  local  populations 
in  adjacent  areas.  TTius,  maintaining  habitat  quality  along  the  Coiville  River  is  important,  not 
only  for  maintaining  the  significant  local  population,  but  perhaps  also  for  maintaining  stable 
populations  over  a  broad  area. 


The  multiple  values  of  the  Coiville  River  corridor  are  important  enough  to  warrant  more  005 

comprehensive  study.  Perhaps  because  of  its  focus  on  oil  and  gas  development,  a  wide  variety  of 
activities  which  may  affect  raptor  productivity  are  insufficiently  considered  in  the  analysis,  and  in 
the  formulation  of  proposed  sfipulations.  Within  the  current  EIS  effort,  a  workshop  to  develop 
sfipulations  (similar  to  those  conducted  for  the  Caribou  and  Goose  Molting  LUEAs)  would  be 
appropriate.  We  urge  you  to  convene  such  a  workshop  prior  to  publication  of  the  final  EIS.  This 
would  provide  an  opportunity  to  incorporate  the  extensive  scientific  literature  on  disturbance  to 
raptors  into  the  planning  effort.    The  workshop  should  include  nationally  recognized  experts  in 
raptor  management,  as  well  as  other  technical  experts  and  representarives  of  user  groups.  The 

results  of  the  workshop  would  also  be  a  usefial  fust  step  toward  developing  a  comprehensive    

habitat  management  plan  for  the  entire  Coiville  River  Special  Area.  Considering  the  Special  006 

Area  in  its  entirety  (to  include  portions  of  the  river  system  upstream  of  the  planning  area,  as  well 
as  lands  within  the  planning  area  but  outside  of  the  Coiville  LUEA)  is  consistent  with  an 
ecosystem  management  perspective.  Unlike  the  LUEA,  the  Special  Area  has  status  independent 
of  the  current  planning  effort,  therefore,  it  is  desirable  to  develop  management  prescriptions 
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pertaining  to  the  Special  Area  that  wilj  not  expire  when  the  current  EIS  expires.  We  urge  you  to 
consider  the  following  issues; 

•  The  current  effort,  and  the  previous  leasing  EIS,  recognized  the  importance  of  the 
Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers  to  raptors.    A  change  in  the  boundaries  of  the  Special 
Area,  to  include  these  tributaries,  would  be  appropriate. 

•  While  the  one-mile  buffer  for  raptor  nests  is  consistent  with  recommended  practice  for 
individual  nests,  a  larger  buffer  may  be  appropriate  given  the  extraordinary  nest  densities 
on  portions  of  the  Colville  River.    The  capabilities  of  extended-reach  drilling  suggest  that 
an  expanded  set-back  for  facilities  would  not  impede  development  of  oil  and  gas 
resources,  and  would  be  consistent  with  tlie  framework  of  "maximum  protection"  within 
the  Special  Area.     A  larger  setback  is  one  way  to  minimize  the  indirect  effect  of 
enhanced  access  which  may  accompany  oil  and  gas  development. 

•  [t  would  be  prudent  lo  consider  additional  measures  to  minimize  potential  impacts  of 
increased  human  activity  (recreational,  and  subsistence-related,  as  well  as  commercial) 
along  the  ColvUle  River.    A  combination  of  outreach  efforts  and  permit  restrictions, 
along  with  enforcement,  will  probably  be  necessary  to  minimize  disturbance  to  nesting 
raptors. 

•  The  Colville  River  corridor  would  be  particularly  vulnerable  to  impacts  associated  with 
road  access,  because  it  would  be  an  attractive  destination  for  a  wide  variety  of  users. 
Roadless  development  is  critical  to  minimizing  impacts  to  wildlife  in  this  area. 

As  in  the  case  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  the  case  for  enhanced  protection  along  the 
Colville  River  is  strengthened  by  the  ovcriap  of  a  wide  variety  of  resource  values  associated  with 
this  area.  Recognizing  that  the  riparian  habitat  along  the  Colville  River  supports  the  most 
diverse  land  bivd  community  in  the  Alaskan  arctic,  the  Service  encourages  your  agency  to  pursue 
designation  of  a  Colville  River  Bird  Conservation  Area,  irrespective  of  the  leasing  decision. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportimity  to  comment  on  these  important  issues.  If  you  have  any  questions 
on  this  matter,  please  contact  Philip  Martin  (907-456-0325). 

Attachments 

1 .  U.S.  Vish  and  Wildlife  Service  Comments  on  Draft  NPR-A  lAP/ElS 

2,  Prospects  for  Conflict  Between  Oil  Development  and  Waterfowl  in  the 
Teshekpuk  l-ake  Region,  NPR-A 


Attachment  1.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Comments  on  the 
Northeast  NPR-A  Draft  lAP/EIS 


The  following  comments  are  organized  in  two  sections:  general  comments  which  address  broad 
issues  or  issues  applicable  to  several  of  the  analyzed  alternatives,  and  specific  comments 
referenced  to  the  applicable  text  in  the  DHIS.  In  the  case  of  suggested  revisions,  text  to  be 
deleted  is  noted  by  "strike-outs,"  and  additions  to  the  text  are  indicated  in  bold-face. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Description  of  the  AETected  GDvironmcnt 


Wetland? 
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Wetlands  have  special  significance,  both  from  an  ecological  and  regulatory  perspective.  The 
FWS  provided  information  (incorporated  into  your  November  1996  briefing  book)  on  the 
amount  and  distribution  of  wetlands  in  the  planning  area.    Ihis  information  should  be  included  in 
the  EIS,  and  related  to  the  description  (p.  11-38)  of  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Section 
404  permitting  process. 


Spectacled  Hider  LUEA 

The  boundaries  of  the  I^UEA  are  based  on  the  location  of  the  high-density  areas,  as  depicted  in 
Figure  III.B.6-1 .  While  very  useful  for  depicting  general  distribution,  the  exact  shape  of  the 
density  contours  are  imstable  because  of  the  low  density  of  the  birds,  and  because  the  appearance 
changes  in  response  to  parameters  chosen  in  the  analysis.  Therefore,  the  LUEA  as  drawn  may 
exclude  some  high-density  areas  for  spectacled  eiders.  The  FWS  recoitmiends  revising  the 
boimdary  of  the  LUEA  to  include  all  of  the  planning  area  north  of,  and  including.  Township  1 3 
N.   This  area  would  include  the  point  locations  of  most  of  the  spectacled  eiders  observed  on 
aerial  surveys  within  the  plaiming  area. 


Impact  Analysis 

Reliability'  of  the  Development  Scenario 

The  assiunptions  on  which  impact  analyses  are  based  are  unrealistically  optimistic.  The  DEIS 
uses  ARCO's  proposed  Alpine  development  (on  the  Colville  River  delta)  as  its  model  for  future 
oil  fields.  It  is  premature  to  a.ssume  that  this  field  will  operate  as  currently  envisioned,    fhe 
DEIS  language  is  likely  lo  mislead  the  reader  into  believing  that  Alpine  construction  has  begun, 
as  in  the  statement  (p.  lV-A-21)  that,  "Pipelme  crossings  of  large  rivers.. .will  use  the  HDD 
techniques  demonstrated  by  the  Alpine  project."  No  "roadless"  oilfields  are  currently  operating, 
and  it  seems  likely  that  the  eventual  footprint  and  activity  level  required  to  produce  peripheral 
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fields  will  be  greater  than  predicted,  just  as  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field  grew  well  beyond  the 
predictions  in  the  original  EIS.  Depending  on  the  spatial  arrangement  of  oilfields,  an  extensive 
network  of  roads  could  develop.  For  instance,  under  the  multiple  sales  scenario,  the  maximum 
number  of  oilfields  predicted  under  Alternative  C  (Caribou  LUEA  deleted)  is  3,  compared  to  10 
under  Alternative  E  (no  deletions).  This  Implies  a  possible  total  of  seven  fields  concentrated  in 
the  area  of  maximum  sensitivity  for  caribou  and  waterfowl.  None  of  the  analyses  in  the  DEIS 
consider  development  at  this  density,  and  wildlife  impacts  under  that  scenario  would  be  much 
greater  than  predicted. 

It  would  be  more  realistic  to  model  a  range  in  the  expected  footprint  of  new  oilfields,  rather  than 
assume  a  size  (1 00  acres)  which  is  even  smaller  than  that  proposed  for  Alpine.  


The  EIS  analysis  should  not  assume  roadless  development  unless  roadless  development  is  a  lease 
sale  stipulation.  If  a  road  were  built  that  connects  the  planning  area  to  the  existing  network  on 
State  lands,  this  would  have  profound  long-temi  wildlife  and  social  impacts.  The  EIS  should 
analyze  these  cumulative  effects  unless  such  a  road  is  explicitly  ruled  out.  


The  discussion  of  material  sites  should  be  expanded.  Material  sites  outside  the  planning  area  are 
ignored,  despite  the  interrelationship  between  actions  contemplated  by  the  DEIS  and  gravel 
mining.  Discussion  of  the  likelihood  of  mining  in  the  Colville  River  floodplain,  and  associated 
impacts,  should  be  discussed.  The  scenario  of  barging  gravel  to  coastal  sites  in  the  western 
portion  of  NPR-A  would  be  unprecedented  on  the  North  Slope.  What  arc  the  likely  alternatives 
if  that  option  proves  prohibitively  expensive?  


Unjustified  Selection  of  Optimistic  Assumptions 

When  the  potential  impacts  are  uncertain  ,  the  DEIS  tends  to  assume  that  impacts  will  be 
relatively  benign,  without  justification.  For  example,  the  extent  to  which  breeding  birds 
displaced  by  North  Slope  development  can  use  adjacent  habitat  is  a  subject  of  scientific  debate. 
The  DEIS  as.sumes  that  ail  displaced  birds  can  use  adjacent  habitat,  but  it  is  also  possible  that 
none  of  the  displaced  birds  will  find  unoccupied  habitat.  The  DEIS  should  model  the  full  range 
of  potential  effects,  notjusl  Ihe  most  optimistic  scenario. 

In  another  example,  the  DEIS  routinely  minimizes  the  potential  effects  of  increased  predator 
populations  on  prey  species  such  as  waterfowl.  For  instance  (Page  IV-C-21),  attraction  of 
predators  is  "not  expected  to  cause  other  than  local  concentration  of  predators  affecting  local 
breeding  success."  Perhaps  this  conclusion  is  rooted  in  the  scientific  uncertainty  regarding  the 
relationship  of  human  oil  development  to  predator  populations.  This  is  a  fallacy.  If  development 
results  in  higher  predator  populations,  then  the  effects  on  waterfowl  could  be  widespread  and 
long-lasting,  and  the  DEIS  should  consider  this  as  an  equally  probable  scenario.  As  a  Ilirther 
manifestation  of  the  optimistic  outlook,  the  disposal  of  food  waste  is  assumed  to  be  improved 
relative  to  current  practice. 
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Detection  of  Impacts  versus  Natural  Population  Fluctuation 

We  are  repeatedly  advised  that  impacts  "may  not  be  detectable  above  natural  fluctuations  of  the 
population  and  survey  methods/data  available."   fhis  disclaimer  is  not  grammatically  correct  and 
is  subject  to  gross  misinterpretation.    The  FWS  has  the  following  objections  to  its  use. 

•  It  is  used  in  the  context  of  certain  impacts,  such  as  breeding  success,  that  can  be  measured 
effectively,  without  regard  to  population  fluctuations. 

■  It  is  cited  in  cases,  such  as  the  recovery  time  for  goose  populations  after  an  oil  spill,  that 

could  be  estimated  on  the  basis  of  existing  population  models. 

•  It  is  used  in  cases  where  existing  baseline  information  is  insufficient,  but  could  be 
collected  prior  to  development.  In  many  cases,  even  very  large  impacts  would  be 
undetectable  using  available  data,  but  given  sufficient  effort  this  problem  could  be 
overcome.  The  ability  to  detect  change  is  a  function  of  the  magnitude  of  change  and  the 
effort  expended  to  measure  change,  The  DEIS  confuses  these  two  issues. 

The  reader  should  not  be  misled  into  believing  that  an  inabiUty  lo  detect  population- level  impact 
is  equivalent  lo  "negligible  impact."  
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Chronic  Effects 

In  some  cases,  chronic  wildlife  disturbances  are  treated  as  discrete,  independent  events.  For 
example,  unspecified  disturbance  effects  to  molting  geese  are  predicted  to  last  from  "hours  to  I 
day,"'  (p.  lV-F-9).  This  analysis  does  not  account  for  the  cumulative  effect  of  multiple 
disturbances. 


Comparisons  Among:  Alternatives 

In  many  cases,  comparisons  of  the  magnitude  of  impacts  among  alternatives  are  unreasonable 
and  contradictory.  As  an  example,  under  Alternative  B  (p.  IV-C-38),  it  is  stated  that,  "...no 
leasing  will  occur  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  planning  area  [where  most  spectacled  eiders 
occur]  under  this  alternative,  so  spectacled  eiders  will  not  be  affected  by  vehicle  traffic." 
However,  the  description  of  impacts  to  eiders  under  Alternative  E,  which  leases  all  of  the 
northern  portion  of  the  planning  area,  begins  (p.  TV-F-16)  with  the  statement,  "The  potential 
effects  on  spectacled  eiders  and  Steller's  eiders  from  discharges,  seismic  surveys,  construction 
activities,  and  oil  spills  associated  with  oil  and  gas  activities  are  expected  essentially  to  be  the 
same  under  this  alternative  as  under  Alternative  B." 
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Stipulations 

Applicability  of  Stipulations  " 

We  are  surprised  that  only  7  of  the  proposed  82  stipulations  are  intended  as  lease  sale  conditions, 
with  the  remainder  to  be  "attached  to  applicable  individual  permits."  This  creates  unnecessary 
confusion  regarding  BLM's  intentions.  Will  the  remaining  75  stipulations  be  open  to  negotiation 
or  waiver  at  the  time  of  permit  issuance?  The  impact  analyses  in  the  DEIS  are  predicated  on 
application  of  the  entire  set  of  stipulations,  which  were  developed  in  consultation  with  local  and 
State  government.  To  the  extent  possible,  these  stipulations  should  be  included  as  lease  sale 
conditions.  This  would  provide  up-front  assurance  to  the  public,  and  to  agencies,  which  have 
provided  their  input  during  the  NEPA  process,  It  would  also  provide  up-front  notification  to 
industry  regarding  the  regulatory  regime  In  which  they  will  need  to  operate.  In  the  later  stages  of 
permitting,  the  applicant  may  argue  against  conditions  on  the  grounds  of  economic  hardship  —  if 
all  conditions  arc  known  at  the  time  of  the  lease  sale,  then  rational  investment  decisions  can  be 
based  on  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  development  costs.  Wc  urge  that  stipulations  with  region- 
wide  applicability  be  included  as  Lease  Sale  Stipulations.  


Analysis  of  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations 

In  some  cases,  beneficial  effects  arc  predicted  from  stipulations  that  are  not  applicable  to  the 
specified  Alternative.    Ihc  lists  of  stipulations  should  be  scrutinized  carefully,  and  inapplicable 
stipulations  deleted. 

The  discussion  of  stipulations  assumes  compliance  but  does  not  address  the  probability  of 
compliance  and  what  BLM  will  do  to  achieve  it.  For  example,  aircraft  disturbance  will  be 
mitigated  by  maintenance  of  seasonal  minimum  flight  altitudes  and  lateral  distance  over  the 
Colville  LUEA.  This  section  should  note  the  frequency  with  which  weather  will  prevent 
compliance.  The  same  is  true  in  a  general  sense  for  Stipulations  1  and  75  that  seek  to  avoid 
attracting  wildlife.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  elTectiveness  of  similar  regulations  elsewhere  in 
the  State,  or  of  efforts  (or  lack  thereof)  to  enforce  these  stipulations  elsewhere.  One  approach 
would  be  to  use  information  on  enforcement  and  compliance  on  comparable  stipulations  as  a 
model  to  predict  what  will  happen  in  NPR-A.  For  example,  has  BLM  ever  enforced  aircraft 
stipulations  along  the  Colville,  where  restrictions  near  falcon  nests  sites  have  existed  and  been 
marked  on  aviation  maps  for  years?  Is  the  compliance  rate  acceptable?  Are  regulations 
regarding  wildlife  attraction  to  refuse  effective  elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope?  If  not,  what 
improvements  can  BLM  implement  to  ensure  compliance? 


Comments  on  Specific  Stipulations 

Page  11-29,  Stipulation  20a.  The  intent  of  this  stipulation  is  to  reduce  impact  to  denning  polar 
bears  by  restrictions  on  winter  activities  in  favorable  dennmg  habitat,  as  well  as  in  proximity  to 
known  dens.  We  fully  support  this  intent,  but  expect  that  implementation  may  be  problematic. 
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The  current  language  suggests  that  seismic  lines  and  overland  roads  could  be  realigned  by  1/4 
mile  if  feasible,  however,  re-aligning  seismic  lines  by  1/4  mile  is  rarely  feasible.  The  following 
revision  is  proposed; 

Because  poUr  bears  are  known  to  den  predominantly  within  25  miles  of  the 
coast,  operators  shall  consult  with  FWS  prior  to  initiating  activities  in  such 
habitat  between  October  30  and  April  15.  Activities  are  prohibited  within  1 
mile  of  known  or  observed  polar  bear  dens;  obtain  locations  from  U.S. 
Department  of  Interior.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  (907)  786-3800.  Operators  are 
encouraged  to  apply  for  a  Letter  of  AuthoriTation  from  FWS  to  conduct  activities 
in  polar  bear  denning  areas. 

We  believe  that  tlie  language  proposed  above  would  allow  for  greater  flexibility  in  dealing  with 
activities  in  polar  bear  habitat.  We  believe  that  we  could  work  with  operators  on  a  case  by  case 
basis  to  determine  which  course  of  action  is  most  appropriate  to  protect  polar  bear  habitat,  and 
that  seasonal  and  spatial  restrictions  applied  at  the  permit  level  may  be  more  appropriate  than 
generic  leaiignments.  
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Proposed  stipulation  20a,  in  combination  with  stipulation  64  requiring  employee  orientation  and 
stipulation  8^  ibat  mandates  bcar-h\iman  interaction  plans,  will  substantially  mitigate  impacts  on 
polar  bears  and  their  habitat,  


Page  11-29.  Stipulation  20b.  U  is  not  dear  whether  this  stipulation  refers  to  winter  travel,  as  well 
as  summer  travel,  Gyrfalcons  may  occupy  nesting  cliffs  as  early  as  mid-March,  and  may  be 
particularly  prone  to  disturbance  during  the  pre-nesting  period.  It  would  be  appropriate  to 
restrict  vehicle  traffic  in  the  vicinity  of  known  gycfnlcon  nest  sites  beginning  March  15. 


Page  II-3I.  Stipulation  30.  'l"o  clarify  intent,  we  suggest  tlie  following  revision:  "Exceptions 
under  Alternative  E  may  be  granted  or  required  by  BLM  in  consultation  with  FWS,  tf« 
development  is  permitted  vwthin  3,280  feet  to  avoid  siting  such  facilities  within  0.6  mile  of  a 
high-use  goose  lake. 


Page  11-31.  Stipulation  30.  This  stipulation,  as  written,  focuses  exclusively  on  arctic  peregrine 
falcons.  More  effective  protection  for  all  raptors  could  be  achieved  by  revising  the  stipulation  as 
follows:  "Aircraft  will  maintain  an  altitude  of  1500'  AGL  from  April  15  through  August  5  when 
within  Vi  mile  of  peregrine  falcon  nests  cliffs  identified  as  raptor  nesting  sites,  unless  doing  so 
would  endanger  human  life  or  violate  safe  flying  practices.  Compliance  and  enforcement  will  be 
simplified  by  specifying  cliffs,  rather  than  nests,  because  the  location  of  nest  sites  is  more 
difficult  to  dclermine  from  the  air. 


Page  U~33,  Stipulation  51.  As  written,  this  stipulation  might  encourage  stockpiling  of  equipment 
during  the  period  of  maximum  sensitivity  for  moUing  geese.  This  is  in  conflict  with  numerous 
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stipulations  intended  to  minimize  disturbance  during  that  period.  Within  the  Goose  Molting 
LUEA,  stockpiling  should  not  be  scheduled  until  after  20  August. 

Page  11-33,  Stipulation  59.   Other  Federal  agencies,  including  the  FWS,  will  have  a  role  in  the 
rehabilitation  of  wetland  habitat,  through  the  Corps  of  Engineers  wetlands  regulatory  process. 
The  BLM  should  broaden  the  scope  of  consultation,  and  list  the  appropriate  Federal  agencies 
(Corps,  FWS,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service). 
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Page  11-35.  Stipulation  78.  This  stipulation  was  modified  from  its  original  form,  as 
recommended  by  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  Caribou/Waterfowl  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop 
(Appendix  E-28).  As  currently  proposed,  this  stipulation  would  allow  subsistence  users  access  to 
the  goose  molting  area  via  oilfield  facilities.  Increased  access  is  one  of  the  major  concerns 
regarding  leasing  in  the  goose  moiling  area,  because  pedestrians  and  boat  traffic  are  highly 
disturbing  to  the  birds,  In  its  current  form,  tlie  stipulation  is  rendered  ineffective,  and  poses  an 
imacceptable  risk  to  goose  populations.  This  stipulation  must  be  modified  to  prevent  the  use  of 
oil  and  gas  facilities  for  the  purpose  of  increased  access,  subsistence  activities  included.  


MisceUaneous 


Citations 


Numerous  citations  arc  missing  from  the  literature  cited  section,  making  it  difficult  to  check 
original  sources  for  appropriateness  of  interpretation. 

When  citing  unpublished  data  from  FWS  employees  (e.g.,  Balogh,  King,  Lamed,  Martin),  we 
prefer  the  citation  '\inpublished  data"  to  "pers.  comm." 


QrganigaUvn 

Chapter  IV,  Environmental  Consequences,  is  extremely  difficult  reading.  Some  sections  have  a 
great  deal  of  repetition,  and  the  sheer  volume  of  material  makes  the  comparison  of  Alternatives 
difficult.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  restructuring  the  chapter  by  resource  type,  similar  to 
the  summary.  Table  Il.D.2.  


Research  and  Monitoring 

The  DEIS  is  vague  regarding  the  need  for  research  and  monitoring  in  relation  to  oil  and  gas 
development.  Appendix  A  briefly  describes  current  wildlife  inventory  work,  but  does  not 
acknowledge  the  need  for  initiating  new  efforts  specific  to  evaluating  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas 
development.  A  comprehensive  research  and  monitoring  plan  may  be  premature,  but  the  DEIS 
should  provide  some  indication  of  an  expanded  effort,  should  oil  and  gas  leasing  occur.  Some 
examples  (not  a  comprehensive  list)  of  appropriate  wildlife-related  studies  are  provided  below. 
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It  will  be  necessary  to  collect  additional  data  on  bird  distribution  and  habitat  associations  in  order 
to  plan  facility  layout  in  a  manner  which  minimizes  disturbance  and  loss  of  habitat  value.  Habitat 
use  and  densities  of  poorly  studied  laxa,  such  as  shorebirds  and  loons,  are  needed.  The  existing 
inventory  of  waterfowl  and  raptors  should  be  maintained  and  expanded.  In  consultation  with  the 
Spectacled  Eider  Recovery  Team,  research  and  monitoring  necessary  for  the  conservation  of 
spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders  should  be  expanded. 

Completion  of  mapping  a  digitization  of  National  Wetland  Inventory  maps  for  NPR-A  would  be 
useful  in  meeting  the  regulatory  requirements  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and  as  a  supplemental 
geographic  data  set  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  vegetation  cover  maps  now  in  preparation. 

Other  inventory  and  monitoring  efforts  should  be  directed  at  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of 
stipulations  and  environmental  protection  measures.  Baseline  data  on  environmental 
contaminants  should  be  collected  prior  to  development.  Additional  data  on  aircraft  disturbance 
to  birds  are  needed.  The  impact  of  human  activities  on  predator/scavenger  populations  should  be 
monitored,  as  well  as  the  impact  of  facilities  on  distribution  and  movements  of  caribou. 

Consideration  should  be  given  to  integrating  inventory  and  monitoring  efforts  through  an  inter- 
agency task  force,  in  cooperation  with  industry.  It  would  be  appropriate  for  fimding  to  come 
from  both  the  public  and  private  sector.  Research  and  monitoring  should  be  coordinated  with 
evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  lease  sale  and  permit  stipulations,  and  enforcement. 
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SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Section  I.  Introduction.  Background,  Figure  1.5.  Page  1-7.  The  figure  showing  the  planning  area 
with  Inupiaq  place  names  is  excellent.  An  EIS  summary  in  Inupiaq  would  be  advisable  and 
consistent  with  BLM's  goal  of  working  with  the  Tnupiat  people. 


Section  11.  Alternatives.  Land  Use  Emphasis  Areas.  Spectacled  Eider  Nesting  Concenlrations. 
Page  11-2.  Ba.sed  on  a  preliminar)'  correction  factor  for  observer  bias  obtained  in  1997,  the  North 
Slope  spectacled  eider  population  is  estimated  to  be  14,300,  not  6,500  (W,  Lamed,  FWS, 
unpublished  data). 


Section  H.  Alternatives.  Interrelationship.s.  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  Page  11-39.  Revise  as 
follows,  "The  exact  membership  of  and  method  for  creating  the  panel  will  be  determined  by 
BLM  in  consultation  with  the  NSB,  the  State  of  Alaska,  and  the  FWS  Subaistcnce  Diviaion. 


Section  n.  Alternatives.  Table  II.D.2c- 1 .  Comparisons  of  Impacts  for  Alternatives  A-R.  and  the 
Cumulative  Case.  Pages  11-41  to  11-71.  The  comments  pertaining  to  this  table  also  apply  to  the 
corresponding  portions  of  Section  IV,  and  should  be  addressed  there,  as  well. 


Cumulative  Case,  All  Resources,  Aliernalives  A-E.  The  reader  has  not  been  introduced  to  the 
concept  of  the  cumulative  ca.se  at  this  point  in  the  document.  A  description  of  the  cumulative 
case  should  be  included  in  the  discussion  of  Alternatives  (pp. IT- 1 9  to  11-20).  The  rationale  for  the 
analysis  should  be  consistent  and  clear.  For  must  resource  categories,  no  description  of 
cumuladve  effects  are  provided,  only  an  estimate  of  the  contribution  of  NE  NPR-A  activities  to 
some  (unspecified)  total. 


Vegetation,  Alternatives  B  -E.  As  described  in  Section  IV  (Effects,  Alternative  B,  Vegetation, 
Development,  Material  Sites,  p.  IV-C-13),  the  analysis  seems  to  ignore  effects  of  gravel  mining 
that  occur  outside  the  planning  area.  This  is  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  the  document, 
which  is  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action.  If  a  gravel  inine  is  developed  to  support 
oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  Planning  area,  the  impact  should  be  assessed  regardless  of  the 
location  of  the  mine. 


Birds,  Alternative  A.  Moderate  increases  in  boat  traffic  and  other  human  activities  on  the 
Colville  River  could  negatively  influence  nest  success  of  raptors. 


Birds,  Alternative  B.  There  is  scant  evidence  to  support  the  statement  that  "displaced  individuals 
are  likely  to  use  adjacent  undisturbed  habitats."  This  statement  is  apparently  based  on  the 
conclusions  of  Troy  and  Carpenter  [  1 990).  For  opposing  views,  see  Post  (1990)  and  Moitoret  el 
al.  (1996).  'I'he  validity  of  Troy  and  Carpenter's  conclusions  is  open  to  question,  in  part  because 
of  the  small  sample  size  upon  which  they  w^ere  based  (eight  individual  birds  of  three  species  that 
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were  displaced  and  rencsted  nearby).  The  DEIS  implies  that  these  results  can  be  extrapolated  to 
all  Coastal  Plain  species  at  all  scales  of  habitat  loss,  which  is  clearly  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
referenced  study.  In  previous  comments,  the  FWS  suggested  an  altemative  approach  to 
predicting  the  population  impacts  of  habitat  loss.  The  EIS  should  present  a  range  of  predicted 
impacts  under  assumptions  ranging  from  0-100  percent  success  for  continued  nesting  of 
displaced  individuals.  This  approach  would  better  represent  the  scientific  imcertainty 
surrounding  the  population  effects  of  habitat  lo.ss. 


035 


Birds,  Alternative  E.  The  risk  of  oil  spills  to  birds  is  greater  in  those  portions  of  the  Planning 
area  where  birds  occur  at  higher  concentrations.  The  goose  molting  area,  where  up  to  several 
thousand  birds  may  be  present  on  a  single  lake,  is  a  prime  example  of  such  an  area.  Since 
leasing  of  the  goose  molting  area  is  the  distinguishing  characteristic  of  Altemative  B,  it  is  not 
logical  to  conclude  that  "oil  spill  effects  are  not  expected  to  be  significantly  greater  than 
Altemative  B."  Impacts  of  disturbance  to  molting  geese  should  be  specified. 


Birds.  Cumulative  Case.  lUogically,  the  predicted  effects  under  the  cumulative  case  are  less  than 
those  described  under  Alternative  E.  It  is  stated  that  effects  under  die  cumulative  case  would  be 
"limited  primarily  to  occasional  disturbance  fi-om  aircraft  activities...."  This  is  simply  not 
credible.  Issues  such  as  habitat  loss,  disturbance  from  ground  activities,  contaminants,  and 
changes  in  predator  populations  are  ignored.  Tlie  conclusion  is  in  conflict  with  the  analysis  for 
itusmmals,  which  predicts  (p.lV-G-9)  an  increase  in  arctic  foxes,  and  negative  impacts  on  birds^ 


Terrestrial  Mammals  Alternative  B.  The  text  is  this  section  which  predicts  displacement  of 
bears  is  inconsistent  with  the  text  on  p,  lV-C-28  which  predicts  attraction  of  bears.  Potential 
effects  on  arctic  fox  (described  on  p.  IV-C-29)  should  be  mcluded  here. 

Terrestrial  Mammals.  Cumulative  Case.  This  section  seems  to  be  an  inadvertent  duplicate  of 
die  discussion  under  Alternative  E.  ihis  error  only  compounds  the  confusion  surrounding  the 
conceptual  basis  for  the  cumulative  case. 


Marine  Mammals.  Alternative  BE.  As  noted  in  text  (p.  lII-B-45),  polar  bears  generally  den 
within  25  miles  of  the  coast.  One  would  expect  that  potential  for  impacts  to  denning  bears  would 
increase  along  with  Ute  predicted  level  of  human  activity  in  this  zone.  It  is  not  reasonable  that 
predicted  impacts  for  alternatives  with  leasing  would  be  the  same  as  those  for  Altemative  A,  the 
no-leasing  altemative. 


Marine  Mammals.   Cumulative  Impacts.  The  potential  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  and  gas 
activities  to  marine  mammals,  particularly  polar  bears,  should  not  be  dismissed.  Seismic 
operations  coincide  witli  maternity  denning  and  may  preclude  polar  bears  from  using  prime 
dciming  habitat,  or  displace  maternal  polar  bears  and  their  cubs  from  active  dens,  resulting  in  a 
loss  of  net  recruitment  into  the  population.  No  quantitative  data  are  available  on  the  cumulative 
effects  of  potential  habitat  loss  or  degradation,  or  a  sustained  loss  of  annual  recruitment  of 
animals  into  the  population  over  time.  Cumulative  impacts  from  multiple  sales  within  NPR-A, 
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combined  with  ongoing  activities  at  existing  fields  and  proposed  future  lease  sales  adjacent  to 
and  offshore  of  the  NPR-A  as  well  as  across  the  North  Slope  region  pose  a  concern  for  the 
southern  Beaufort  Sea  population. 


Endangered  and  Threatened  Species.  AllernaUve  B.  Although  much  remains  unknown 
regarding  the  relationship  between  human  activity  and  predators,  the  threat  is  grossly 
imderstated ,  The  follo\ving  revision  is  suggested:  "Improper  containment  or  disposal  of  refuse  at 
support  camps  could  should  be  expected  to  attract  potential  bird  predators.  It  is  poasible  that  An 
increase  in  predators  could  may  result  in  the  loss  of  eggs,  chicks,  or  even  adult  eiders."  


Endangered  and  Threatened  Species.  .4lternalives  C-E.  The  document  states  that  "The  potential 
effects  on  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders  from  oil  and  gas  activities  are  expected  to  be  essentially 
the  same  under  this  alternative  as  under  B."  This  is  not  credible,  given  the  greater  extent  of  area 
affected  (particularly  in  the  area  of  relatively  high  spectacled  eider  density)  and  the  increase  in 
activity  forecast  under  Alternatives  C-E.  


Endangered  and  Threatened  Species.  Cumulative  Case.  It  is  stated  that  "Cumulative  effects  are 
likely  to  be  greater  on  tlie  Arctic  Slope  spectacled  eider  population  than  on  the  Arctic  Slope 
Steller's  eider  population."  This  is  true  only  if  one  considers  exclusively  the  nimiber  of 
individuals  impacted,  but  ignores  the  relative  impacts  at  the  population  level.  As  the  population 
of  Steller's  ciders  is  much  smaller  than  that  of  spectacled  eiders,  impact  to  one  pair  of  Steller's 
eiders  would  be  much  more  significant  (on  a  population  level)  than  impact  to  several  spectacled 
eiders.  See  also  comments  above  on  "Birds,  Cumulative  Case,"  relative  to  the  focus  on  aircraft 
disturbance.  


Section  III.  Physical  Characteristics.  Terrestrial  Environment,  Mineral  Potential.  Coal 
Resources.  Page  lII-A-2.  The  sentence  beginning  "If  you  take..."  is  not  grammatically  correct 
and  is  unclear.  


Section  111.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Bioloeical  Resources,  Birds.  PageTII-B-ll.  At 
least  85  bird  species  can  be  expected  to  occur  annually  in  tlic  planning  area.  In  addition  to  the  75 
species  listed  in  earlier  drafts,  the  following  1 1  species  should  be  included:  green-winged  teal, 
spectacled  eider,  Steller's  eider.  Say's  phoebe,  American  robin,  northern  shrike,  yellow  warbler, 
Wilson's  warbler,  fox  sparrow,  white-crovsiied  sparrow,  and  Smith's  longspur.  The  period  of 
residence  for  migratory  species  is  generally  May  to  September,  rather  than  May  to  November. 
Revise  as  follows:  "Accurate  census  figures  are  lacking ,  but  several  shorebird  species  (Table 
lII.B.4-1),  Lapland  longspur,  and  presumably  other  passerines  other  than  the  Laplmid  longspur 
arc  present  at  in  equal  or  greater  abundance  levels  than  the  species  surveyed  from  the  air. 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Habitat  Types.  FaRe 
lIl-B-1 1,  Revise  as  follows:  "...and  wetter  portions  of  the  cover  type  termed  "saltmarsh" 
habitat  by  other  authors  (e.g.,  Derksen,  Rothe,  and  Eldridge  1981;  Johnson  et  al.,  I996)al.so 
would  be  included  here  classified  as  aquatic." 
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Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Bioloj^ical  Resources.  Birds.  Goose-Molting 
Habitat.  Page  lll-B-l  1 .  The  goose  molting  LUEA  covers  approximately  2000  km^  rather  than 
the  2,000,000  km^  indicated.  This  section  should  include  the  information  that  brant  depart  the 
inland  lakes  alter  they  regain  flight,  and  move  to  coastal  areas. 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds,  fable  IIl.B.4-1.  Page 
III-B-12. 


King  Eider.  Including  1997  data  (U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service  unpublished  data  fi-om  Bill 
Lamed,  Migratory  Bird  Management)  the  updated  data  for  king  eider  are  as  follows.  The  coastal 
plain  population  is  estimated  at  25,716,  8,  418  of  which  are  within  the  platming  area,  for  an 
estimated  density  of  0.65/km^.  The  DEIS  neglects  to  point  out  that  tlie  planning  area  includes  the 
highest  breeding  densities  for  this  species  recorded  in  Alaska.  


Raptors.  Numbers  of  nesting  rough-legged  hawks  far  exceed  those  of  gyrfalcons,  yet  rough-legs 
are  listed  as  "imcommon"  and  gyrfalcons  as  "fairly  common."  Data  provided  by  the  FWS  is 
sufficient  to  provide  an  estimated  population  size  for  peregrines.  Also,  there  is  no  source  cited 
for  the  raptor  information,  though  sources  are  cited  for  the  other  information  on  the  table. 


Glaucous  Gull  and  Arctic  Tern.  The  population  estimate  for  the  tern  is  roughly  twice  that  of  the 
giJl,  yet  the  tern  is  listed  as  "fairly  common"  and  the  gull  is  listed  as  "common." 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Figure  in.B.4-1 .  Page 
IlI-B-13.  This  meaning  of  this  figure  is  obscure.  The  caption  should  read,  "Overlap  of  High 
Density  Areas  for  Selected  Water  Birds."  The  legend  and/or  the  text  should  list  the  taxa  and 
years  of  survey  upon  which  this  map  is  based.  The  intent  of  this  figure  to  identify  "diversity  hot- 
spots"  is  commendable,  but  if  it  is  not  presented  clearly  (including  the  limitations  of  the 
underlying  data),  it  should  be  deleted.  


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Figures  IlI.B,4-2,  4-8, 
4-10.  and  4-11.  Pages  III-B- 1 6  ff  The  data  for  the.se  maps  were  obtained  from  a  distinct  survey 
of  molting  geese,  not  from  a  "breeding  pair  survey"  as  indicated  in  the  legend. 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Figure  III.B.4-7.  Page 
III -B -21.  As  noted  in  earlier  comments,  this  figure  gives  a  misleading  impression  of  both  the 
numbers  and  distribution  of  brood-rearing  geese  in  the  planning  area.  The  data  on  goose  broods 
from  which  this  figure  is  derived  are  collected  incidentally  to  the  primary  survey  objectives, 
which  are  to  enumerate  molting  adults.  Two  species  are  represented:  greater  white-fronted  goose 
and  brant.  Wliitc-fronted  geese  breed  in  low  densities  across  much  of  the  planning  area,  and  are 
not  restricted  to  the  area  shown  in  this  figure.  Brood-rearing  surveys  for  brant,  conducted  by 
ABR  Inc.  for  the  North  Slope  Borough  have  identified  other  locations  with  greater  numbers  of 
birds;  these  data  have  been  made  available  to  the  EIS  team.  The  referenced  figure  should  be 
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deleted,  and  either  replaced  with  a  figure  that  represents  the  North  Slope  Borough's  data  or 
simply  described  in  text. 
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Section  111.  Description  of  the  EnvironmenL  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Brant.  Page  in-B-23 .  The  maximum  number  of  brant  using  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  is 
listed  in  text  as  23,500,  and  in  Table  llI.B.4-2  as  27,035. 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Brant.  Page  lll-B-23.  The  first  paragraph,  left-hand  column,  should  be  revised  as  follows: 
"Distribution  of  brant  witliin  the  goose-molting  area  is  not  uniform.  Over  80  percent  of  the  brant 
used  the  30  lakes  with  the  highest  among-year  average  number  of  birds,  and  over  half  the  birds 
used  1 0  lakes  between  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Cape  Halkett.  Counts  of  several  thousand  have  been 
recorded  on  the  most  heavily  used  lakes,  hidividuals  tend  to  return  to  the  same  lake  in 
successive  years  (Bollinger  and  Derksen,  1996)."  


Section  IIL  Description  of  the  Environment.  Bioloeical  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Greater  White-fronted  Goose.  Page  ni-B-23.  The  discussion  fails  to  convey  to  the  reader  that 
this  species  (as  opposed  to  other  geese)  occurs  at  low  to  moderate  densities  across  most  of  the 
planning  area.  Higher  densities  of  white- fronted  geese  are  found  in  the  goose  molting  LUEA,  in 
compari.son  to  other  portions  of  the  planning  area,  but  use  of  the  LITEA  is  over-emphasized  given 
the  broad  distribution  of  breeding  birds.  


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Other  Geese.  Page  llI-B-27.  Revise  first  sentence  in  this  section  as  follows:  "  Several  hundred 
Canada  gccsc  were  found  ncsliftg  along  banks  and  bluffs  of  the  Colvillc  River  above  Umiat  by 
Keascl  and  Cade  (t^Sfi)  as  far  down-river  as  Ocean  Point,  and  more  recently  they  have  been 
fomid  nesting  on  bluffs  along  the  Colvillc  (Kcsscl  and  Cade  1958,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  unpublished  data)."  


Section  III.  Description  of  tlie  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Ducks.  Page  lII-B-27.  The  second  sentence  in  this  section  ("Distribution  of  some  species...) 
attempts  to  convey  a  rather  complicated  concept,  and  is  probably  not  understandable  to  most 
readers.  The  focal  question  of  interest  is  whether  any  species  arc  imusually  abundant  in  the 
plarming  area  relative  to  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  as  a  whole.  It  is  misleading  to  express  this 
concept  as  a  demonstration  of  uniform  distribution  across  the  coastal  plain,  since  there  are  strong 
habitat-related  patterns  of  distribution.  The  conclusion  that  the  listed  species  arc  present  in  the 
planning  area  at  a  level  of  abundance  similar  to  the  Coastal  Plain  as  a  whole  is  unsupported  by 
objective  analysis.  For  king  eiders,  the  difference  between  the  proportion  of  the  population  in 
the  plarming  area  (about  one-third  of  total)  is  almost  certainly  statistically  different  from  the 
expected  proportion  under  the  assumption  of  uniform  distribution  (about  one-quarter).  Either  the 
data  should  be  analyzed  statistically  and  results  clearly  expressed,  or  the  text  should  be  deleted. 
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Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Ducks.  Page  lII-B-27.  The  importance  of  the  planning  area  for  king  eiders  needs  more  emphasis. 
The  northeastern  portion  of  the  planning  area  supports  the  highest  breeding  density  for  this 
species  in  the  State,  'litis  is  a  species  of  concern,  as  some  indications  of  declining  populations 
have  been  obtained,  primarily  through  migration  counts  at  Barrow. 


Section  111.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Bioloeical  Resources.  Birds.  Loons  and  Waterfowl. 
Ducks.  Page  in-B-27.  In  the  paragraphs  describing  oldsquaws  and  pintails,  comparisons 
between  densities  derived  from  aerial  surveys  (described  as  "average  density")  are 
inappropriately  compared  with  densities  derived  from  ground  surveys  of  Derksen  et  al.  (1981). 
The  survey  methods  are  not  comparable  and  the  comparison  is  more  misleading  than 
informative,  and  should  be  deleted.  As  suggested  in  comments  on  earlier  drafts  in  progress, 
density  estimates  derived  from  a  variety  of  sources  could  be  relegated  to  a  table. 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  EnvironmenL  Biological  Resources.  Birds.  Shorebirds.  Page  III- 
B-35.  In  the  first  paragraph  of  the  section,  reference  to  Table  III. B. 4-2  is  incorrect.  It  appears 
that  no  table  in  the  DEIS  pertains  to  nesting  chronology  of  shorebirds. 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Mammals.  Figure  III. B. 5  .a- 1 . 
Page  IlI-B-40.  This  figure  is  difficult  to  interpret  and  misleading.  It  is  misleading  to  represent 
caribou  use  areas  as  if  they  stopped  at  the  NPR-A  border.  This  information  would  be  best 
portrayed  in  two  separate  figin-es  —  one  could  show  general  use  areas  for  the  three  North  Slope 
herds,  and  the  other  could  show  the  details  of  calving  locations  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area. 
Alternatives  to  the  black  cross-hatching  should  be  considered.  


Section  111.  Description  of  the  Environment  Biological  Resources.  Mammals.  Wolves  Paee  III- 
B-43.  Reference  to  Fig.  III.B.5a-2  is  incorrect.  No  wolf  data  are  presented  in  the  referenced 
figure.  


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment  Biological  Resources.  Marine  Mammals.  Figure 
lIB.5.b-I.  Page  IIl-B-44.  Replace  the  text  in  the  brackets  next  to  "Polar  Bear  Maternity  Den 
Locations  (1 972-91)"  with  "(1 972-94)."  Replace  the  word  "huntings"  in  the  figure  legend  with 
the  word  "hunters."  Several  known  den  locations  are  missing  from  the  map.  The  FWS  has 
provided  data  to  the  EIS  team  which  should  be  used  to  update  the  figure.  


Section  111.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Marine  Mammals.  Polar 
Bear.  Page  llI-B-45.  Revise  as  follows:  "The  Beaufort  Sea  population  (from  Point  Barrow  ley 
Cape  to  Cape  Bathurst...)."  


Section  111.  Description  of  the  Environment  Biological  Resources.  Marine  Mammals.  Polar 
Bear.  Page  lll-B-45.  Revise  as  follows:  "Recorded  den  locations  from  1972  to  +9*f  1994  are 
indicated  on  Figure  lll.B.5.b-l."  
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Section  III.  Descriplion  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Marine  Mammals.  Polar 
Bear.  Page  III-B-45.  The  following  sentence  is  unclear;  "The  clumped  distribution  shown  in 
Figure  lIl.B.S.b-l  may  be  related  to  the  greater  topographic  relief  east  of  146'59"  west  longitude 
or  to  wcatlier,  ice  conditions,  and  prey  availability."  The  area  east  of  146*59"  is  not  shown  on  the 
map.  We  recommend  deleting  the  sentence,  or  expanding  the  map. 
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Section  III.  Description  of  the  F.nvironment.  Biological  Resources.  Marine  Mammals.  Polar 
Bear.  Page  IIl-B-46.  In  the  final  paragraph  of  this  section  we  recommend  adding  the  following 
text  aflei  the  second  sentence:  "In  1988,  the  Inupiat  of  the  North  Slope  Borough  and  the 
Inuvialuit  of  Canada  ratifted  an  agreement  that  ensures  that  harvests  of  polar  bears  do  not 
exceed  the  replacement  rate  of  the  southern  Beaufort  Sea  stock.  Alaska  Natives  are 
implementing  these  terms  through  self-regulation.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and 
Canadian  Wildlife  Service  provide  technical  assistance  in  supporting  this  agreement,"      


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Bioloeical  Resources.  Endanjjered  and  Threatened 
Species.  Page  IIl-B-46.  The  introductory  paragraph  inaccurately  impUes  that  there  is  doubt 
whether  Steller's  eiders  occur  in  the  planning  area.  Revise  as  follows,  "The  endangered 
bowhead  whale  occurs  seasonally  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  adjacent  to  the  planning  area,  and  the 
threatened  spectacled  cider  occufs  and  Steller^s  eiders  occur  seasonally  in  the  planning  area. 
and  the  threatened  Steller's  cider  may  occur  sctuonally  in  the  planning  area."  


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Endangered  and  Threatened 
Species.  Spectacled  Eider.  Page  lII-B-47.  Recent  analysis,  including  1997  survey  data,  indicates 
a  declining  trend  in  the  North  Slope  population  of  spectacled  ciders  (USFWS  tmpublished  data). 
The  following  text  should  be  inserted:  "Survey  data  from  1993-1997  indicate  a  decline  in  this 
population  of  10-13  percenL/year.  This  rate  of  decline  is  comparable  to  that  documented  for 
spectacled  eiders  on  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  in  the  late  1980s;  variation  in 
survey  timing,  however,  may  explain  some  of  the  calculated  trend  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  impublished)."  


Too  much  detail  is  provided  regarding  the  population  on  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta,  which  is 
likely  to  confuse  the  reader. 


The  North  Slope  population  estimates  are  presented  in  a  confusing  manner.  The  TERA's  (1995) 
estimate  of  20,000-30,000  is  provided  first,  then  F  WS  survey  estimates  from  Lamed  and  Balogh 
(unpublished),  which  are  in  the  range  of  5,800-9,300.  It  is  suggested  that  TERA's  estimate 
corroborates  Earned  and  Balogh' s  work,  when  in  fact  the  results  appear  to  be  in  conflict.  The 
order  in  which  the  data  are  presented  could  give  the  impression  that  TERA's  estimates  are  more 
reliable,  when  in  fact  they  are  not.  We  recommend  that  TERA's  results  (which  arc  outdated  and 
based  on  the  tmrcalistic  assumption  that  Prudhoe  Bay  densities  are  typical  of  the  entire  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain)  be  deleted.  If  both  estimates  are  provided,  then  a  more  detailed  description  of 
methods  is  needed,  being  careful  to  note  that  Lamed  and  Balogh' s  resuhs  are  based  upon  much 
more  extensive  surveys,  and  are  therefore  more  likely  to  provide  a  reliable  estimate  for  the  North 
Slope  as  a  whole. 
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The  1997  aerial  survey  yielded  an  index  or5,817  birds,  uncorrected  for  visibility.  A  preliminarj' 
study  of  observer  bias  indicated  that  observers  were  seeing  about  half  of  the  birds  present  Using 
that  information  to  correct  the  raw  estimate  of  numbers,  we  now  estimate  the  North  Slope 
population  at  14,300.  This  estimate  differs  from  the  estimates  for  previous  years,  because  a 
visibility  correction  factor  has  been  applied. 


Section  III,  nescription  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Endanaered  and  Threatened 
Species.  Spectacled  Eider.  Page  IlI-B-47.  Balogh's  (1997)  statement  concerning  the  impact  of 
survey  timing  should  be  deleted.  This  topic  is  covered  by  text  provided  for  insertion  in  the  first 
paragraph  of  this  section  (see  above). 


Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Biological  Resources.  Endangered  and  Threatened 
Species.  Steller's  Eider.  Page  III-B-49.  Aiuiual  estimates  from  Bristol  Bay  are  unnecessary.  It  is 
sufficient  to  provide  the  maximum  number,  notmg  that  this  also  serves  as  the  minimum  global 
population  estimate.  


The  date  of  proposed  listing  is  irrelevant.  Also,  the  FWS  did  not  list  the  Steller's  eider  as 
threatened,  only  the  Alaska-breeding  population. 


The  number  of  Steller's  eiders  breeding  on  the  Yukon-Kuskowim  Delta  is  irrelevant,  as  is  the 
number  seen  in  North  Slope  surveys  in  1 986-88.  _ 


This  document  cites  ARCO  1996  as  the  soiu-cc  of  information  on  the  range  of  Steller's  cider  on 
the  North  Slope.  The  original  references  should  be  cited,  or  the  FWS  documents  that  have 
repeatedly  been  cited  up  to  this  point.  


Only  one  female  with  young  was  seen  at  Prudhoe  in  1993. 


The  following  statement  is  unclear,  "Reproductive  success  generally  is  low  with  occasional  good 
years,  suggesting  that  productivity  is  highly  dependent  on  adult  survival." 

We  suggest  tliat  this  section  be  rewritten  and  organized  around  the  following  key  issues: 

1)  protected  status,  with  date  of  final  rule  only; 

2)  range  and  numbers  of  the  species  on  the  North  Slope,  in  Alaska,  and  globally; 

3)  general  ecology  of  the  species; 

4)  a  discussion  of  vulnerabilities  of  the  species  to  disturbance  or  other  relevant  factors,  such  as 
information  from  Barrow  on  the  influence  of  ravens  and  gulls  on  Steller's  eider  productivity,  or 
discussions  of  work  at  Prudhoe. 
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Section  III.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Social  Systems.  Recreational  and  Visual. 
Sightseeing.  Page  llI-C-46.    1  he  description  of  wildlife  viewing  opportunities  is  inaccurate  and 
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in  conflicl  with  other  portions  of  the  document.    ITic  document  appears  to  be  promoting  bird- 
watching  opportunities  north  of  Teshekpulc  Lake,  because  this  area  contains  "the  highest 
concentration  of  geese...."  Although  not  a  problem  at  current  use  levels,  increased  sight-seeing 
in  this  area  could  result  in  unacceptable  levels  of  disturbance  to  molting  geese,  and  should  be 
discouraged.  


The  Beaufort  Sea  coast  is  alleged  to  offer  "excellent  opportunities  to  view  marine  mammals, 
specifically  spotted  seals,  belukha,  and  gray  whales,  and  walruses."  As  descriljed  earlier  in  the 
DEIS  (Page  IIl-B-43  to  lII-B-46),  gray  whales  and  walruses  are  extremely  rare  offshore  of  the 
planning  area,  spotted  seals  are  uncommon  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  and  known  concentration  areas 
are  outside  the  planning  area.  Belukha  whales,  while  reasonably  numerous  in  the  Beaufort  Sea, 
generally  migrate  far  offshore  and  are  not  often  seen  from  land.  


Section  111.  Description  of  the  Environment.  Social  Systems.  Recreational  and  Visual.  Tourism. 
Pa^e  lIl-C-46.  The  prediction  that  few  tourists  will  leave  the  immediate  vicinity  of  villages 
seems  in  conflict  with  the  description  of  recreational  opportunities  that  precedes  this  section. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Basic  Assumptions.  Table  IV-A-1.  Page  IV-A-2. 
Footnote  1  refers  to  an  appendi.x  that  does  not  exist. 


The  caption  for  this  table  states  that  "Fields  discovered  under  Alternative  B  are  too  far  from 
Alpme  [on  the  Colville  River  delta]  to  share  production  infrastructure  and  are,  therefore, 
noncommercial.  Fields  discovered  under  Alternative  C  could  be  located  close  enough  to  Alpine 
to  share  infrastructure  and  could  be  commercial  under  these  circumstances."  This  analysis  is 
flawed.  New  oil  fields  would  have  to  be  within  25  miles  of  the  proposed  Alpine  field  in  order  to 
share  Alpine  infrastructure  (ARCO  1 997:  4- 1 82).  Portions  of  the  plarming  area  within  25  miles 
of  the  proposed  Alpine  field  would  be  leased  under  Alternative  B,  although  much  of  the  area 

within  this  radius  is  contained  within  the  Kuukpik  Entitlement  LUEA.  Under  Alternative  B, 

leasing  of  the  Kuukpik  Entitlement  LUEA  would  be  defened  until  Kuukpik  (Native  village 
corporation)  lands  are  selected,  rather  than  leased  with  royalties  held  in  escrow.  The  analysis 
appears  to  treat  this  deferral  as  a  deletion.  This  is  erroneous,  however,  because  the  remainder  of 
those  lands  would  be  available  for  Federal  lease  after  Kuukpik  Corporation  land  is  selected. 
Furthermore,  deferral  may  be  incorporated  into  other  alternatives  as  a  result  of  comments  from 
the  public.  It  is  unreasonable  to  base  any  comparison  of  oil  and  gas  potenfial  of  Altemafives  B 
and  C  on  the  basis  of  the  deferral  alone,  and  the  net  result  is  an  unjustifiably  pessimistic 
characterization  of  oil  and  gas  potential  under  Alternative  B. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Basic  Assumptions.  Table  IV-A-1  .b-6.  Page  IV-A- 
27.  The  preceding  comment  regarding  assumptions  associated  with  Alternative  B  are  also 
applicable  here. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Eftects.  Alternative  A.  Water  Quality.  Effectiveness 
of  Stipulations.  Pai>eIV-B-3.  It  is  stated  that  effective  protection  for  vegetation  requires  a 


082 


083 


084 


085 


086 


087 


088 


089 


minimum  snow  cover  of  10  inches  for  seismic  operations.  The  DEIS  needs  to  explain  why  the 
stipulation  applied  to  seismic  operations  specifies  a  requirement  for  6  inches  of  snow  cover.    


Secfion  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  A.  Birds.  Effects  of  Di.sturbance. 
Effects  from  Aircraft  Operations.  Page  lV-B-8.  The  discussion  of  aircraft  disturbance  should  be 
revised,  in  consideration  of  the  following. 

The  conclusion  that  brant  responded  most  severely  to  flights  at  intermediate  altitudes  is  poorly 
supported  by  the  literature  (Jensen  1990,  Dcrksen  ct  al.  1992).  The  conclusion  that  disturbed 
brant  moved  at  a  rate  five  times  that  of  undisturbed  birds  should  be  treated  with  caution,  as 
movement  rates  of  the  two  groups  were  iirfluenced  by  factors  unrelated  to  disturbance.  It  should 
be  noted  that  it  is  not  possible  to  verify  the  predictions  of  the  referenced  brant  disturbance  model 
with  regard  to  weight  loss.  As  Ward  and  Stehn  (1989)  discuss  in  regard  to  similar  work 
conducted  at  Izembek  Lagoon  (Alaska  Peninsula),  "'...if  brant  arc  able  to  adjust  their  forage 
intake,  the  detrimental  influence  of  disturbance  on  energetic  balance  will  readily  be  minimized," 
The  ability  of  molting  birds  to  compensate  for  lost  feeding  time  is  unknown,  and  weight  loss 
predictions  are,  therefore,  theoretical. 

The  studies  at  Izembek  did  not  conclude  that  brant  exhibited  "a  greater  response  to  helicopters 
than  fixed-wing  aircraft  under  most  circumstances."  Three  types  of  fixed- wing  aircraft  catised  50 
percent  flight  response  at  greater  distances  and/or  altitudes  than  a  Bell  206B  helicopter  (Ward 
and  Stehn  1989:113). 

Many  references  are  available  on  aircraft  disturbance  of  waterfowl,  raptors,  and  other  species.  A 
more  thorough  literature  review  would  be  preferable.  There  is  additional  information  provided 
on  p.  lV-C-20  that  would  be  relevant. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  A.  Birds.  Effects  of  Disturbance. 
Effects  From  Cffound-based  Activities.  Page  IV-B-6.  It  is  impossible  for  the  reader  to  trace  the 
origin  of  the  predictions  regarding  disturbance  of  ptarmigans,  gyrfalcons,  and  snow7  owls  in 
winter.  The  references  supporting  those  predictions  actually  pertain  to  different  species  (e.g., 
bald  eagles,  waterfowl),  and  a  variety  of  locations  and  seasons.  The  DEIS  should  evaluate  the 
applicability  of  those  results  and  state  the  basis  for  the  precise  predictions  regarding  the  range  at 
which  birds  would  be  disturbed.  The  assumption  that  birds  may  be  displaced  at  distances  of  700 
feet  to  0.6  mile  fi-om  human  activity  forms  the  basis  for  predictions  tiiroughout  the  DEIS,  and 
thus  should  be  well  supported. 


Section  rv.  Environmental  Cunseouences.  Effects.  Alternative  A.  Birds.  Effects  of  Disturbance. 
EITects  of  Spills.  Page  1 V-B-9.  In  the  worst  case,  a  fiiel  spill  in  a  lake  used  by  molting  geese 
could  affect  thousands  of  birds,  not  hundreds. 
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Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  ElTects.  Allemative  A.  nirds.  F.ffects  of  Disturbance. 
Summary.  Pape  IV-n-9  It  is  stated  here  and  in  numerous  other  instances,  that  "survey  camps 
may  disturb  raptors  and  passerines  for  3-5  days,  but  ell'ects  arc  expected  to  be  negligible."  Under 
some  circimistances,  a  3-5  day  disturbance  may  be  more  than  enough  to  cause  nest  failure,  which 
would  not  be  negligible.  It  is  the  type  and  intensity  of  disturbance  that  determines  whether  it  will 
be  negligible,  A  combination  of  education  and  active  enforcement  of  permit  conditions  designed 
to  protect  nesting  birds  will  likely  be  necessar>'  to  ensure  an  outcome  of  negligible  impact  to 
raptors. 


Seclipn  IV,  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  A.  Birds.  Effects  of  Disturhance. 
Summary.  Page  IV-B-1.3.  It  is  stated  that  "Spectacled  eiders  are  widely  distributed  throughout 
the  coastal  plain  portion  of  the  planning  area  and  arc  essentially  absent  ftom  the  area  from 
October  to  May.  Most  nesting  on  the  Arctic  Slope  occurs  along  this  coastline,  particularly  west 
from  the  Sag  River."  This  statement  is  very  unclear  and  will  likely  lead  to  the  misconception 
that  nesting  is  confined  to  the  coasdine. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Rffecfs.  Alternative  B.  Birds.  F.ffects  of  Disturbance. 
Effects  From  Construction  Activities  and  Vehicle  Traffic.  Page  IV-C-20.  Summertime  traffic 
and  construction  activities  are  neglected.  Construction  of  facilities  may  occur  in  summer  (as  will 
be  the  case  for  the  Alpine  development). 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Birds.  Eflfecls  of  Disturbance. 
Effects  From  Predator  Attraction.  Page  lV-C-20.  There  is  no  evidence  presented  to  support  the 
hypothesis  that  predator  attraction  to  oil  and  gas  facilities  "...is  not  expected  to  cause  other  than 
local  concentration  of  predators  affecting  local  breeding  success."  Oulls,  ravens,  and  arctic  foxes 
may  congregate  at  artificial  food  sources  in  the  oil  fields  in  winter  or  early  spring.  If  this 
behavior  results  in  increased  survival  and/or  fecundity,  there  will  be  a  numerical  response  in  bodi 
the  adult  and  juvenile  components  of  the  predator  populations.  Depending  on  the  scale  of 
dispersal,  the  effect  on  bird  breeding  success  could  be  widespread.  Here  and  throughout,  the 
potential  impacts  of  altered  predator-prey  relationships  have  been  unjustifiably  minimized.  If 
predator  populations  rise  in  response  to  human  activity,  the  effects  could  reach  far  beyond  the 
footprint  of  the  development,  and  long  past  the  lifetime  of  the  oilfields. 


Section  IV,  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Birds.  F.ffects  of  Disturbance. 
Effects  of  Habitat  Alteration  and  Loss.  Pape  lV-C-7.1 .  The  blanket  statement  that  most 
displaced  birds  would  use  other  available  habitat  is  not  well-founded.  It  would  be  better  to 
analyze  the  range  of  impacts  possible,  taking  into  account  the  scientific  uncertainty  regarding 
habitat  as  a  limiting  factor  for  North  Slope  bird  populations. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Birds.  Effects  of  Disturbance. 
Effects  of  Habitat  Alteration  and  Lo.ss.  Page  IV-C-2 1 .  Only  a  tiny  fraction  of  the  gravel  fill 
areas  on  the  North  Slope  have  been  restored  to  usable  habitat.  There  is  no  basis  for  assuming 
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that  future  gravel  fills  will  be  restored  to  usable  wildlife  habitat,  and  proposed  stipulations 
accompanying  the  DEIS  do  not  require  restoration. 

The  DEIS  selectively  uses  information  from  Troy  (1988),  and  T'EltA  (1993)  to  suggest  that 
shorebirds  are  attracted  to  areas  adjoining  light-traffic  roads.  TERA  (1993)  also  found  that  six  of 
seven  shorebird  species  were  significantly  less  abundant  near  roads,  and  three  species  had 
significantly  lower  nesting  densities  near  roads.  Red-necked  phalarope  was  the  only  species  to 
occur,  and  nest,  at  higher  densities  near  roads. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Bu-ds.  Effects  of  Disturbance. 
Effectiveness  of  Stipulations.  Page  lV-C-40,  Stipulations  50  and  77  are  included  in  this 
discussion,  but  are  not  applicable  to  this  Altemative,  according  to  Section  11-7.  


Section  IV.  Environmental  Con.sequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects 
of  Disturbance.  Caribou.  Page  I V-C-27.  A  statement  of  the  concerns  of  local  residents  regarding 
interruption  of  caribou  movements  resulting  from  snow  drifts  under  pipelines  is  followed  by  the 
statement,  "However,  such  an  effect  is  expected  to  be  temporary,  with  the  caribou  moving  across 
the  corridors  when  vehicle  traffic  has  passed."  The  relationship  of  traffic  to  the  issue  of  snow 
drifts  is  unclear.  Conflicting  opinions  have  been  expressed  in  regard  to  the  preyalence  of  snow 
drifts  tmder  pipelines;  the  EIS  would  be  an  appropriate  forum  in  which  to  present  conflicting 
views  and  attempt  a  synthesis. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Altemative  B.  Effects  of  Disturbance. 
Terrestrial  Mammals.  Effects  on  Grizzly  Bears.  Page  IV-C-20.  Recent  information  on  grizzly 
bears  in  the  ail  fields  gathered  by  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  should  he 
incorporated  into  the  discussion.  Contact  Dick  Shidelcr,  (907)  459-7283. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species.  Effects  From  Aircraft  Activities.  Page  lV-C-37.  The  statement  attributed  to  Balogh, 
that  "helicopters  flown  at  [150  ft]  do  not  cause  [spectacled  eiders]  to  flush."  Originated  with  a 
personal  communication  from  Declan  Troy  (TERA,  Anchorage).  The  statement  should  be 
attributed  directly  to  Troy,  following  confirmation. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Eflects.  Alternative  B.  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species.  Effects  From  Drilling  Activities.  Page  lV-C-38.  There  is  no  evidence  cited  for  the 
speculation  that  eiders  may  relocate  a  nest,  abandon  a  nest,  or  relocate  a  brood  in  response  to 
disturbance. 

Revise  as  follows,  "Improper  containment  or  disposal  of  refuse  could  would  attract  potential  bird 
predators  such  an  the  arctic  fox,  grizzly  bear,  ravens,  and  glaucous  gulls.  It  is  possible  likely  that 
an  increase  in  predators,  should  it  occur,  could  would  resuh  in  the  loss  of  eggs,  chicks,  or  even 
adult  eiders. 
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Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  AUemative  B,  Threatened  and  Endangered 
Species.  Summary.  Pape  lV-C-39.  It  is  stated  that  "Due  to  relatively  low  density  of  eiders  in  the 
area,  substantial  disturbance  is  not  expected  to  occur  and  is  likely  to  be  limited  to  within  a  few 
]<iIometers  of  the  activities."  The  low  densit>'  of  spectacled  eiders  is  relevant  to  predicting  the 
number  of  eiders  likely  to  be  disturbed,  but  not  to  the  severity  of  disturbance  or  the  range  at 
which  birds  will  be  disturbed,  

Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Subsistence-Harvest  Patterns. 
Pa^e  IV-C-46.  The  DEIS  describes  effects  due  to  onshore  oil  developments  at  Prudhoc  Bay  that 
have  affected  subsistence  harvests.  The  effects  described  in  the  DEIS  are  an  indirect  result  of 
increased  wage  employment  made  available  through  projects  and  services  funded  by  the  North 
Slope  Borough.  Another  effect  not  described  in  the  DEIS  in  this  section,  but  very  important,  has 
been  changing  subsistence  harvest  areas  of  Nuiqsut  residents.  There  is  some  discussion  of  this 
issue  later  in  the  DEIS,  with  some  excellent  examples  from  Nuiqsut  residents,  but  this  discussion 
also  needs  to  be  included  on  page  IV-C-46  under  effects  that  have  already  occurred  from 
Prudhoe  Bay  development.  Sverre  Pedersen  (ADF&G  Subsistence  Division)  has  indicated  in 
personal  communication  that  Nuiqsut  residents  have  altered  their  use  patterns  around  Prudhoe 
Bay.  This  was  substantiated  by  Nuiqsut  residents'  comments  later  in  the  DEIS.  It  would  be 
useful  to  compare  the  mapping  of  Nuiqsut  subsistence  use  areas  done  by  Pedersen  in  the  1970s 
with  the  maps  recently  created  by  the  North  Slope  Borough  to  see  what  changes  might  have 
occurred. 

Another  issue  not  dealt  with  on  page  1 V-C-46  is  thai  of  access.  Nuiqsut  residents  now  have 
access  to  a  winter  "road"  to  Prudhoe  Bay.  A  road  can  provide  access  to  resources,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  1  laul  Road  which  brings  hunters  up  to  the  North  Slope  who  would  otherwise  most  likely 
not  be  there.  The  winter  road  from  Nuiqsut  has  also  enhanced  access  to  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  close 
proximity  of  Nuiqsut  to  Prudhoe  Bay  also  enables  a  higher  proportion  of  Nuiqsut  residents  to 
work  in  Prudhoe  Bay  than  residents  of  other  North  Slope  conmiimities,  thus  providing  more 
money  lo  the  community.  In  the  winter  tliese  workers  can  travel  by  road.  Increased  employment 
has  many  ramifications  in  the  community  and  on  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing,  both  positive 
and  negative. 
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Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  B.  Subsistence-Harv'est  Patterns. 
Effects  on  Communities.  Nuiqsut.  Page  IV-C-55.  Taqulik  Hepa's  official  position  with  the 
North  Slope  Borough  should  be  included  in  the  reference  to  her  testimony  at  the  Nuiqsut  Public 
Scoping  Meeting. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  C.  Sociocullural  Systems.  Effects 
on  Barrow.  Atqa.suk.  and  Nuiqsut.  Page  I V-D-2 1 .  The  discussion  regarding  the  effects  on 
subsistence  harvests  for  residents  of  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  and  especially  Nuiq.sut  also  needs  to 
appear  on  page  IV-D-19  under  the  conclusion  for  subsistence.  Reduced  access  to  subsistence 
resources  and  permanently  changing  subsistence  harvest  areas  are  expected  to  be  long-term  and 
should  not  be  ignored  nor  down-played.  Nuiqsut  will  be  particularly  vulnerable,  with  potential 
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development  surrounding  the  community.  This  should  be  discussed  in  the  conclusion  for 
subsistence  on  page  1V-D-I9.    I'hese  comments  also  apply  to  Alternatives  D  and  E. 
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Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequences.  Effects.  Alternative  E.  Birds.  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration 
and  Develonment  Activities.  Page  IV-F-9.  The  discussion  ofpolentiAl  effects  to  molting  geese 
is  incomplete.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  issue,  with  additional  background  information  is 
attached  as  an  appendix  to  these  comments.  This  section  also  includes  a  number  of  inaccuracies 
and  contradictions,  the  most  important  of  which  are  detailed  below. 

It  is  stated  that  "...a  large  proportion  of  distarbing  events  are  expected  to  result  in  effects 
from  which  individuals  would  recover  within  hours  lo  1  day."  This  statement  is 
ambiguous  and  misleading.  Although  molting  geese  will  almost  certainly  resume  nonnal 
activities  within  hours  following  a  single  disturbance  event,  the  cumulative  effect  of 
many  disturbance  events  could  affect  the  physiological  condition  of  the  birds,  completion 
of  molt,  and  survival. 

The  existence  of  intcrlake  areas  removed  fi-om  habitats  used  by  molting  geese  does  not 
assure  minimal  disturbance.  Molting  geese  respond  to  aircraft  at  distances  of  several 
kilometers,  and  to  pedestrians  at  distances  greater  than  500  m,  and  even  the  imposition  of 
the  proposed  buffers  would  not  completely  eliminate  these  disturbing  stimuli. 

•  Troy  and  Carpenter's  (1 990)  study  of  birds  displaced  by  oil  and  gas  development  is  not 

applicable  to  molting  geese.  The  study  concerned  nesting  shorebirds  and  longspurs. 

It  is  erroneous  to  conclude  that  the  proposed  stipulations  would  "...remove  most  potential 
for  disturbance  or  desertion."  The  workshop  at  which  the  stipulations  were  devised 
operated  under  a  clear  set  of  guidelines:  to  provide  maximum  protection  for  geese,  while 
still  allowing  extraction  of  oil  and  gas  resources.  Thus,  the  recommended  stipulations 
represented  a  compromise  between  two  conflicting  goals.  The  elTicacy  of  the  stipulations 
in  eliminating  disturbance  to  molting  geese  is  not  assured. 


Section  IV.  Environmental  Consequi;nces.  Effects  Alremative  E.  Birds.  Conchisions.  Page  IV- 
F-20.  Effects  under  this  Alternative  are  predicted  to  be  "...essentially  the  same  as  for  Allenialive 
B,  except  in  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA."  Given  the  greater  area  to  be  leased,  and 
increased  level  of  activity  expected  even  outside  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA,  this  is  not  a 
reasonable  prediction.  


Appendix  R,  Figure  6.  Payc  E-35.  The  colored  area  in  Smith  Day,  and  associated  buffer,  is  an 
error  of  interpretation  and  should  be  deleted.   The  scale  bar  in  this  figure  does  not  seem  to 
correspond  to  the  scale  of  the  map,  as  indicated  by  Township  boundaries. 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  TESHEKPUK  LAKE  GOOSE  MOLTING  AREA 

Physical  Environment 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  goose  molting  area  is  located  north  and  east  of  Teshekpnk  Lake  (Figure  1). 
This  2000  km'  area  encloses  apprcxmiately  200  lakes  used  regularly  by  large  numbers  of  geese 
while  they  undergo  wing  molt  {Dcrkscn  et  al.  1981,  1 982;  Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996),  during 
which  time  the  birds  arc  flightless  for  approximately  24  days  (Taylor  1995). 

The  attraction  of  large  numbers  of  geese  to  this  area  cannot  be  completely  explained,  but  use  Itas 
been  related  to  some  aspects  of  the  physical  and  biological  setting.  The  goose  molting  area  is 
characterized  by  the  presence  of  large,  oriented  thaw  lakes.  The  prevalence  of  these  lake  basins 
in  the  Teshekpuk  area  has  been  attributed  to  the  presence  of  fme-graincd,  ice-rich  sediments 
formed  or  modified  in  the  most  recent  marine  transgression  to  have  affected  the  arctic  coastal 
plain  during  tlic  Pleistocene  Epoch  (Sellman  et  al.  1975).  The  basins,  separated  by  high  (up  to 
1 0  m)  ridges,  undergo  repetitive  cycles  of  lake  formation  and  drainage  (Britton  1 967,  Weller  and 
Derksen  1979).  Erosion  of  lake  margins  results  in  coalescence  of  neighboring  lakes,  which  can 
result  in  full  or  partial  drainage  of  the  lake  with  the  higher  water  siu-face  elevation.  Once 
drained,  thaw  settlement  may  resume  and  is  followed  by  formation  of  secondary  lakes  within  the 
original  basin.  The  partially  drained  basins  typically  contain  shallow  lakes  surrounded  by  a  low 
shoreline  vegetated  with  sedge  and  moss  (Derksen  et  al.  1 982)  used  by  geese  for  resting  and 
feeding.  The  favorable  habitat  characlerislics  that  are  hypothesized  to  attract  geese  include: 
large  lakes  with  persistent  ice  floes,  which  function  as  islands  for  escape  from  terrestrial 
predators,  adjacent  habitat  with  sufficiently  large  patches  of  higlt-quality  forage,  relatively  low 
numbers  of  predators,  low  levels  of  human  disturbance,  and  proximity  to  coastal  staging  areas 
(Derksen  et  al.  1 982,  Weller  et  al.  1 994). 


UsehvGee.se 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  goose  molting  area  annually  attracts  18,500-68,500  (x  =  37,827)  geese, 
based  on  surveys  conducted  from  1982-1996  (R.  King  USFWS,  unpublished  data).  Brant, 
greater  white-fronted  geese,  and  Canada  geese  are  present  in  large  numbers,  along  with  smaller 
numbers  of  snow  geese  (Table  1).  The  numbers  of  brant  and  the  total  numbers  of  all  geese  using 
this  region  exceed  that  of  any  known  molting  area,  w^orldwide. 

Table  1.  Numbers  of  geese  using  Teshekpuk  Lake  Goose  Molting  Area,  1982-1996  (USFWS, 
unpublished  data). 


Gr.  White- 
fronted  Goose 


Canada  Goose 


Max.  in  Any  Year 

66,484 

27,035 

27,710 

26,681 

419 

Max.  on  Any  Lake 

6,770 

4,745 

4,020 

2,935 

225 

Mean  for  All  Lakes 

37,827 

17,570 

7,024 

13.001 

232 

Highest  Mean  al  Any 

Lake 

3,386 

2,505 

513 

1.018 

20 
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More  is  known  about  use  of  this  area  by  brant  than  the  other  goose  species.  While  the  details 
likely  vary  among  species,  the  broad  outUnes  of  brant  molting  ecology  arc  probably  applicable  to 
other  geese  at  Teshekpuk.  Brant  migrate  to  this  area  from  breeding  colonies  in  western  and 
northern  Alaska,  Canada,  and  possibly  Russia.  Up  to  22%  of  the  Pacific  flyway  population  (also 
known  as  "black  brant")  use  this  area  on  an  annual  basis.  Most  brant  using  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
area  are  failed  breeders  while  the  remaining  are  non-breeding  birds,  primarily  those  of 
pre-breeding  age  (Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996).  They  arrive  in  the  area  from  mid- June  to 
mid-July.  Most  begin  moh  by  July  4-10  (Derksen  et  al.  1979,  Taylor  1995);  however,  some  may 
begin  molt  as  late  as  July  25.  Thus,  flightless  brant  are  present  in  the  area  from  late  June  to 
mid-August,  with  peak  niunbers  in  the  latter  third  of  July  (Derksen  etal.  1979,  1982;  Taylor 
1995).  Distribution  of  brant  among  the  200  surveyed  lakes  is  clumped,  with  an  average  of  57% 
of  the  brant  using  the  10  lakes  with  the  highest  among-year  average  number  of  birds,  and  83% 
using  30  lakes  (R.  King,  USFWS,  unpublished  data).  Molting  brant  exhibit  a  marked  tendency 
to  return  to  the  same  lake  year  alter  year  (Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996).  After  molt  is  complete 
the  birds  shift  immediately  to  coastal  areas  (Derksen  et  al.  1982,  Taylor  1993). 

Physiological  Aspects  of  thg  MqH  Proccgg 

Brant  body  mass  declines  during  wing  molt  to  a  varying  extent  among  age,  sex,  and  breeding 
classes,  and  among  years.  The  decline  in  body  mass  is  primarily  explained  by  loss  of  lipid  (fat) 
reser\'cs,  however,  body  protein  reserves  also  declined  (Taylor  1993).  The  decline  in  body 
reserves  implies  that  abundance  andVor  quality  of  forage  may  not  be  sufficient  to  sustain  molting 
requirements.  Nutrients  obtained  via  food  intake  may  be  insufficient  to  meet  the  energetic 
demands  of  moh,  thus  body  lipid  and  protein  reserves  are  likely  u.sed  to  offset  the  shortfall 
(E.J.  Taylor,  unpublished  data).  Brant  at  Teshekpuk  may  not  be  able  to  compensate  for  the 
energetic  demands  of  disturbance  by  increasing  their  food  intake  (E.  Rexstad,  J.S.  Sedinger, 
E.J.  Taylor,  pers.  comm.). 

POTENTIAL  IMPACTS  OF  HUMAN  DISTURBANCE 

Behavioral  Sensitivity 

Molting  geese  react  strongly  to  disturbance  during  iheir  flightless  period.    Their  behavioral 
responses  include  high  levels  of  alertness,  group  response  when  any  individual  perceives  danger, 
and  mass  movement  from  potentially  threatening  visual  or  noise  stimuli  (Jensen  1990,  T.  Rolhe, 
pers.  comm.).  Derksen  et  al.  (1982)  reported  that  molting  brant  would  not  allow  approach  within 
500  m,  and  that  flocks  responded  to  potential  predators  or  human  disturbance  by  moving  to 
water.  Flocks  disturbed  by  low-flying  aircraft  moved  to  water,  and  in  one  case  "a  series"  of 
aircrai\  disturbances  caused  a  flock  to  move  3  km  to  the  opposite  side  of  a  lake  (Derksen  et  al. 
1982). 
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Predicted  Impacts 

An  increase  in  energy  expenditure  as  a  result  of  disturbance,  coupled  with  decreased  foraging 
time  and  depleted  lipid  and  protein  reserves,  could  have  detrimental  effects  on  the  birds.  These 
effects  include  increased  duration  of  the  flightless  period  (and  susceptibility  to  predation), 
incomplete  molt,  and  decreased  capacity  to  migrate  to  coastal  staging  areas  (Jensen  1990,  Miller 
et  al.  1994).  Disturbance  and  fragmentation  of  habitat  in  the  goose  molting  area  could  displace 
birds  from  traditionally  favored  lakes  to  inferior  habitat,  or  result  in  over-crowding  of 
undisturbed  habitat  with  ensuing  decline  in  availabilitj'  of  forage,  Any  and  al!  of  these  impacts 
might  result  in  a  lowered  survival  rate. 

A  panel  convened  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  1982  (Gilliam  and  Lent  1982)  to 
evaluate  the  potential  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  predicted  the  following  impacts. 

•  Aircraft  disturbance  could  result  in  reduced  survival. 

•  Vehicle  traffic  may  lead  to  displacement  from  favored  habitats. 

•  Exposure  to  toxic  contaminants  (e.g.,  hydrocarbon  spills)  could  resuh  in  appreciable 
mortality,  because  the  birds  are  flightless. 

EVALUATION  OF  PREDICTED  IMPACTS 

This  discussion  draws  on  experimental  disturbance  studies  and  empirical  observations  of  geese  in 
the  existing  North  Slope  oilfields  to  evaluate  predictions  relative  to  potential  impacts  of 
development.  The  discussion  focuses  mainly  on  brant  (for  which  there  are  more  complete  data, 
as  well  as  heightened  concern  for  the  population),  but  information  for  other  geese  is  included 
also.  The  focal  questions  arc: 

•  Will  human  disturbance  displace  birds  from  preferred  habitats? 

•  Whether  or  not  displacement  occurs,  will  disturbance  result  in  lower  survival? 

I  have  not  made  an  independent  evaluation  of  the  risk  posed  by  oil  spills. 

Phvsiological  Implications  of  Aircraft  Disturbance 

Aircraft  have  been  identified  as  one  of  the  more  disturbing  stimuh  to  geese  (Owens  1977, 
Belanger  and  Bedard  1989),  Response  of  molting  brant  at  Teshekpuk  Lake  was  examined  by 
Jensen  (1990),  Miller  (1994)  and  Miller  etal.  (1994).  Jensen  (1990)  reported  on  experimental 
overflights  by  Bell  206  helicopters.  Duration  of  disturbance  declined  when  helicopters  flew 
above  1 000  m,  but  there  was  no  statistical  difference  in  duration  of  disturbance  over  the  range  of 
althudcs  below  1000  m.    I'he  great  majority  of  disturbances  la.'rted  less  than  500  seconds  (~8 
minutes),  although  there  were  a  few  instances  in  which  disturbance  lasted  from  1 500-2700 
seconds  (24-45  minutes).  Jensen  (1990)  reported  that  larger  flocks  (>100)  were  more  prone  to 
disturbance,  however,  the  statistical  relationship  was  probably  strongly  influenced  by  two  cases 


with  disturbance  durations  more  than  twice  as  long  as  the  next  largest  record.  In  the  absence  of 
those  two  outlier  points,  it  is  possible  that  the  relationship  would  not  have  been  statistically 
significant.  Jensen  (1990)  concluded  that  duration  of  disturbance  decreased  with  increased 
lateral  distance  of  the  aircraft,  and  attenuated  to  a  negligible  level  beyond  4  km  lateral  distance. 
Movement  rates  of  radio-equipped  birds  subject  to  experimental  helicopter  disturbance  were 
compared  to  a  control  population  at  an  undisturbed  lake,  Jensen  (1 990)  reponcd  a  rate  of 
movement  five  times  greater  in  the  experimental  birds  compared  to  the  control.  This  result  is 
confounded,  however,  by  the  fact  that  the  experimental  population  moved  almost  twice  as  much 
as  the  control  population  even  in  the  absence  of  disturbance. 

Miller  (1991)  used  Jensen's  behavioral  response  data  to  develop  a  model  to  predict  the  impact  of 
hehcopter  disturbance  to  brant  in  terms  of  lost  body  mass.  Miller  based  his  model  of  behavioral 
response  on  unpubhshed  data  (from  Jensen),  which  provided  point  estimates  of  disturbance 
duration,  categorized  by  flock  size,  aircraft  altitude,  and  proximity  of  the  birds  to  the  aircraft.  He 
combined  those  data  with  information  on  the  distribution  of  geese  within  the  molting  area  to 
simulate  the  impact  of  helicopter  traffic  (at  the  rate  of  1 0  flights  per  day  and  50  flights  per  day) 
using  a  number  of  different  routes.  The  response  variable  was  predicted  weight  loss  of 
individual  brant,  classified  as  "light  (10-120  g),"  "moderate  (130-270  g),"  or  "heavy  (>  270  g)." 
The  algorithm  to  convert  activity  to  weight  reduction  is  based  on  an  unpublished  model 
(McKnight  and  Taylor  1989).  hi  general,  the  energy  expense  (in  kilocalories)  of  disturbed 
activity  (e.g.,  nmning,  swimming)  was  estimated  and  converted  to  loss  of  lipid  using  a  standard 
conversion  factor  of  1  g/I3  kcal  (Miller  1991).  Unfortunately,  as  noted  by  Miller  (1994b),  "A 
threshold  value  for  weight  below  which  brant  might  experience  significantly  lower  survival  has 
not  been  established."  Furthermore,  the  model's  predictions  relative  to  weight  loss  have  not  been 
tested  against  field  data.  The  biological  significance  of  his  results,  therefore,  are  not  easily 
interpreted. 

Displacement  from  Preferred  Habitat 

The  potential  for  displacement  can  best  be  assessed  by  examining  the  data  from  the  exisfing 
North  Slope  oilfields.  Displacement  could  occur  at  various  scales,  ranging  from  withdrawal  fhim 
a  large  area  corresponding  to  the  extent  of  oilfield  activity,  to  localized  loss  of  habitat  resulting 
from  gravel  fill. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  geese  have  withdrawn  from  the  general  oilfield  region.  Lack  of 
baseline  data  preclude  evaluating  the  hypothesis  that  pre-  and  post-development  numbers  are 
equivalent,  but  one  can  evaluate  the  hypothesis  that  oilfield  development  may  lead  to  region- 
wide  displacement.  All  four  species  of  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  geese  occiir  regularly  in  the  oilfields: 
greater  white-fronted  goose,  Canada  goose,  brant,  and  snow  goose.  White-fronted  geese  are  the 
most  widespread,  nesting  throughout  the  oilfields,  but  they  arc  particularly  abundant  in  tlic 
Kuparuk  area,  where  nesting  densities  can  be  high  (2-3.5  nests/km")  (Moitoret  et  al.  1 996). 
Canada  geese  arc  uncommon,  and  limited  as  a  nesting  species  to  Prudhoc  Bay  and  vicinity. 
Snow  geese  nest  at  a  single  colony  (Howe  Island,  with  approximately  370  breeding  pairs),  which 
is  by  far  the  largest  breeding  colony  on  the  Alaska  Arctic  Coastal  Plain.  Brant  nest  in  small 
colonies  throughout  the  oilfields,  from  the  coast  to  20  km  inland,  and  rear  broods  primarily  in 
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coastal  salt  marshes.  The  minimum  number  of  nests  in  the  oilfield  region  has  varied  from  300- 
500  between  1 989  and  1 992  (Stickney  and  Ritchie  1 996).  None  of  the  four  goose  species  has 
abandoned  a  portion  of  its  range  as  oilfield  infrastructure  expanded. 

Particularly  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area,  where  hundreds  or  diousands  of  birds  use  a  single  lake, 
local  displacement  would  be  of  concern.  It  is  difficult  to  assess  the  possibility  that  there  have 
been  local  changes  in  distribution  in  response  to  siting  of  facilities  in  the  existing  oilfields.  There 
has  generally  been  insufficient  pre-development  baseline  data  to  detect  changes  in  local 
distribution,  but  there  are  several  relevant  case  studies  for  nesting  colonies.  The  Howe  Island 
snow  goose  colony  persisted  after  the  construction  of  the  nearby  Endicott  Project  in  1985,  which 
introduced  oilfield  facilities  to  within  2.5  km  of  the  main  colony,  and  intersected  some  preferred 
brood-rearing  habitat.  After  construction,  snow  gccsc  continued  to  use  brood-rearing  areas 
adjacent  to  the  Endicott  Road,  although  they  largely  abandoned  areas  within  200  m  of  the  road 
during  the  2  years  (1985  and  1986)  when  there  was  heavy  construction-related  traffic  (Burgess  et 
al,  1992).  The  colony  has  experienced  catastrophic  breeding  failure  in  4  of  the  last  8  years, 
probably  due  to  predation  by  arctic  foxes  and/or  brown  bears. 


Figure  2.   Number  of  Btant  Nssts  at  the  Surfcote  Colony,  Prudhoe  Bay. 


A  small  nesting  colony  of  brant  adjacent  to  the  Surfcote  Pad  at  Prudhoe  Bay  has  been  monitored 
since  1983.  The  nesting  area  is  surrounded  by  roads,  pads  and  pipelines,  including  a  heavily 
traveled  road  600  m  to  the  west.  Although  nest  numbers  have  varied  between  13  and  32  (ABR 
Inc.,  unpublished  data),  no  long-term  decline  is  evident  (Figure  2).  Another  small  nesting  colony 
close  to  the  CPF-3  facility  m  the  Kuparuk  oil  field  has  been  monitored  since  1 985,  the  year  in 
which  the  facility  was  constructed.  Brant  nested  in  a  wetland  basin  at  a  distance  of  600- 1800  m 
from  the  CPF-3  facility  (although  a  few  nests  were  within  200  m  of  the  access  road).  Nest 
numbers  have  varied  between  10  and  43,  but  no  long-term  decline  is  evident  (Figure  3). 


Figure  3.  Number  of  Brant  Nests  at  the  CPF-3  Colony,  KupaRji<  Oilfield. 
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If  the  behavior  of  nesting  brant  in  the  oilfields  is  not  representative  of  molting  birds  at  Teshekpuk 
Lake,  the  results  described  above  are  irrelevant,  and  the  discussion  should  be  restricted  to 
molting  geese.  Members  of  all  four  species  of  geese  molt  in  the  oilfield  region,  most  in 
conjunction  with  brood-rearing.  During  the  brood-rearing/molting  period,  an  average  of  1 ,900 
brant  (range  900-3200,  26%  to  48%  goslings)  are  present  in  the  oilfield  region  (Stickney  and 
Ritchie  1996).  Banding  studies  in  the  Kuparuk  oilfield  (1991-1997)  have  demonstrated  that  at 
least  90%  of  the  broods  found  between  Oliktok  and  Kavearak  points  moved  into  the  oilfield 
region  from  the  Colville  River  delta  nesting  colonics  (Martin  and  Obritschkcwitsch  1 997).  Two 
of  the  most  important  brood-rearing  areas  in  the  oilfields,  Oliktok  (in  the  Kuparuk  field)  and  the 
Put  River  mouth  (Prudhoe  Bay)  are  also  the  closest  to  centers  of  human  activity.  Brant  (up  to 
650  birds)  at  Oliktok  feed  and  loaf  in  areas  within  0.5  km  of  buildings  and  within  100  m  of  the 
Oliktok  Road  and  associated  elevated  pipeline.  All  (several  himdred  birds  per  year)  of  the 
Colville-origin  birds  that  move  east  past  Oliktok  cross  the  road-pipeline  corridor  at  least  once, 
and  birds  that  remain  at  OHktok  cross  back  and  forth  several  times  in  a  season  (U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  unpublished  data).  Birds  using  the  Put  River  mouth  are  within  an  area  of 
intense  industrial  development.  Flocks  of  brant  regularly  use  habitat  within  500  m  of  gas- 
handling  facilities  tiiat  produce  high  noise  levels,  although  the  gv^r^ge  distance  from  the  birds  to 
the  facility  center  was  800-900  m  (Anderson  et  al.  1 992).  Brood-rearing  brant  in  this  area 
regularly  use  habitat  200-300  m  from  a  high-traffic  road  (Murphy  et  al.  1990)  and  sometimes 
move  back  and  fortJi  imder  an  elevated  pipeline  (B.A.Anderson,  ABR  Inc.,  pers.  comm.).  There 
has  been  no  decline  in  use  of  the  Put  River  site  by  adult  brant  since  1985  (Figure  4;  Murphy  etal. 
1986,  1987,  1988,  1989,  1990;  A.  A.  Stickney,  ABR  Inc,  peri-,  comm.).  Low  numbers  of  brant 
goslings  at  the  Put  River  since  1990  are  likely  related  to  poor  production  at  the  main  source 
colony  (Howe  Island). 
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Figure  4.  Brant  Use  of  the  Put  River  Mouth  During  ttie  Brood-nearing  Period. 
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Behavioral  Response  to  Ground  Activities  in  the  Oilfields 

For  reasons  of  tradition  or  lack  of  alternative  habitat,  birds  might  continue  to  use  an  area  even 
though  they  are  subjected  to  a  level  of  disturbance  that  is  ultimately  detrimental  to  their  health 
and  survival.  Several  oilfield  studies  have  attempted  to  address  the  behavioral  response  of 
waterfowl  to  disturbance,  notably  the  Lisbume  Monitoring  Program  for  geese  and  swans 
(Murphy  and  Anderson  1993)  and  the  Endicott  snow  goose  monitoring  program  (Burgess  et  al. 
1992).  Road  traffic  was  the  most  frequent  source  of  disturbance  to  geese  but  in  most  cases 
elicited  mild  reaction  (no  group  movement  away  from  the  disturbance).  Approximately  10  %  of 
vehicle  passes  (n=50,000)  elicited  visible  behavioral  reactions  in  geese  (Murphy  and  Anderson 
1993).  In  1989,  brood-rearing  brant  reacted  visibly  to  I  of  2,400  passes  by  small  vehicles  (such 
as  light  trucks)  and  1 1  of  1000  passes  by  heavy  vehicles  (Murphy  et  al.  1990).  Large  and  noisy 
vehicles,  and  those  of  unusual  shape,  such  as  boom  trucks,  elicited  the  strongest  response.  For 
all  four  species,  reactions  to  vehicles  were  mild  at  distances  greater  than  300  m  (Murphy  and 
Anderson  1993).  Humans  on  foot  were  a  greater  source  of  disturbance;  in  three  cases, 
pedestrians  at  distances  between  450-600  m  caused  at  least  half  of  large  brood-rearing  groups  to 
move  (Murphy  et  al.  1 990).  Very  few  instances  of  boat-related  disturbance  were  recorded,  but  in 
one  case,  a  boat  I  km  away  caused  a  flock  of  brant  to  swim  2.5  km,  displacing  them  fi'om  their 
feeding  area  for  over  an  hour  (Murphy  and  Anderson  1 993). 

Activity  budget  studies  indicated  that  brood-rearing  snow  gccsc  spent  more  time  in  alert  postures 
and  walking  when  they  were  close  to  the  road  relative  to  their  behavior  when  they  used  brood- 
rearing  areas  further  from  the  road,  and  in  response  to  higher  levels  of  traffic  on  the  road 
bisecting  the  brood-rearing  area  (Burgess  et  al.  1992).  Activity  budgets  of  geese  and  swans  in  the 
Msbume  area  were  not  strongly  affected  by  the  level  of  disturbance  (Murphy  and  Anderson 
1993).  The  researchers  suggested  that  the  birds  had  adjusted  their  position  relative  to  the  sources 
of  disturbance,  such  that  they  were  beyond  the  distance  threshold  al  which  significant  differences 
in  behaviors  would  have  been  recorded  with  changing  human  activity.  Thus,  the  birds*  response 
may  have  manifested  itself  in  (unmeasured)  displacement,  rather  than  differences  in  activity 
budgets  (Murphy  and  Anderson  1993). 


In  summary,  the  oilfield  studies  indicated  that  behavioral  responses  to  routine  traffic  and  activity 
attenuated  in  the  range  of  200-400  m  from  the  source  of  disturbance.  Energetically  expensive 
responses  (walking,  running,  swimming)  were  rare  at  those  distances,  and  were  usually 
associated  with  unusual  disturbance  stimuli.  In  contrast,  humans  on  foot  and  boats  alarmed 
geese  at  distances  up  to  600-1000  m. 

Growth  Rates  and  Demographic  Parameters 

Behavioral  response  data  are  imperfect  indicators  of  impact,  because  the  true  significance  of 
alterations  in  activity  patterns  depends  on  the  degree  to  which  behavioral  changes  influence  body 
condition,  and  ultimately,  survival.  These  relationships  are  seldom  known,  and  difficult  to  model 
(Burgess  1992).  Recent  studies  (U.S,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  unpublished)  have  focused  on 
variables  such  as  growth  and  survival,  which  in  contrast  to  activity  budgets,  have  clear 
population  implicadons.  Brant  goslings  in  the  oilfields  grew  more  rapidly  than  goslings  on  the 
Yukon- Kuskokwim  delta  (Sedinger  and  Obritschkcwitsch,  in  prep.)  Also,  goslings  captured  at  a 
site  close  to  facilities  (Oliktok)  grew  at  similar  rates  to  goslings  captured  at  sites  more  remote 
from  oilfield  facilities.  This  is  an  important  result,  because  gosling  growth  rates  can  be  a 
sensitive  indicator  of  the  quality  of  the  brood-rearing  environment  (Sedinger  et  al.  1 997).  On  the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  delta,  gosling  size  was  positively  correlated  with  survival  and  adult  size, 
which,  in  turn  was  correlated  with  greater  fecundity  (Sedinger  et  al.  1995).  Despite  possible  (but 
unmeasm^d)  interference  with  normal  feeding  behavior  and  habitat  use  resulting  from  human 
disturbance,  gosling  growth  rates  in  the  oilfields  compare  favorably  to  those  from  the  Yukon- 
Kuskokwim  delta.  Differences  in  habitat  quality  and/or  competition  for  food  likely  explain  the 
difference  in  growth  rates  between  the  North  Slope  goslings  and  Yukon-Kuskokwim  delta 
goslings. 

Banding  studies  of  brant  that  rear  broods  in  the  oilfields  indicate  that  adult  survival  rates  are 
statistically  similar  to  those  of  birds  from  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  (Sedinger  and 
Obritschkcwitsch,  in  prep.).  Thus,  any  potential  disturbance  in  the  oilfields  does  not  appear  to  be 
reducing  survival  of  adults  relative  to  the  population  in  western  Alaska. 

Nest  success  in  the  oilfields  may  be  indirectly  impacted  by  changes  in  predator  activity  related  to 
human  activity.  Molting  geese  are  vulnerable  to  predators,  so  an  increase  in  predators  at 
Teshekpuk  may  have  significant  impact.  One  of  the  hypothesized  advantages  of  molt  migration 
is  use  of  areas  with  fewer  predators  (Sterling  and  Dzubin  1 967). 
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RATIONALE  AND  EFFECTIVENESS  OF  PROPOSED  STIPULATIONS 


Although  study  results  indicate  a  general  ability  of  nesting  geese  to  habituate  to  some  aspects  of 
oilfield-associated  disturbance,  potential  sources  of  conflict  have  been  identified. 

•  Displacement  of  birds  witliin  400  m  of  facilities  and  activities. 

•  Strong  behavioral  reactions  to  the  following:  some  aircraft  disturbances;  loud,  large, 
and/or  unusual  shaped  vehicles;  humans  on  foot;  boat  traffic. 

•  Low  nest  success  (attributed  to  predation)  could  be  depressing  population  growth. 

This  section  discusses  the  rationale  of  stipulations  proposed  in  the  DEIS,  and  their  effectiveness 
in  addressing  the  issues  above.  It  must  be  recognized  that  until  the  Record  of  Decision  on  the 
EIS  is  reached,  there  is  no  commitment  to  implement  these  stipulations.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS 
commits  to  inclusion  of  only  a  few  of  tlie  stipulations  as  temis  of  the  Lease  Sale.  It  is  unclear 
how  firmly  the  Record  Of  Decision  would  compel  managers  to  include  the  proposed  stipulations 
as  conditions  in  fiiture  permitting  actions. 

Aircraft  Operations 

The  DEIS  proposes  two  stipulations  that  would  impose  seasonal  restrictions  regarding  aircraft 
operations  in  the  goose  molting  area.  Stipulation  54  would  suspend  helicopter  overflights  from 
June  15  to  August  20.  Stipulation  55  would  restrict  fixed-wing  aircraft  takeofls  and  landings  to 
two  round-trips  per  week  to  aircraft  facilities  within  the  goose  molting  area  from  June  15  to 
August  20.  Thus,  the  worst-case  scenario  for  an  individual  bird  would  be  exposure  to  4  flights 
per  week.  This  level  of  aircraft  activity  is  well  below  the  range  modeled  by  Miller  (1994)  and 
also  would  involve  a  different  type  of  aircraft.  Helicopters  are  often  assumed  to  be  more 
disturbing  than  fixed-wing  aircraft,  but  this  conclusion  has  not  always  been  supported  by  field 
data  (Ward  and  Stehn  1 989;  Burgess  et  al.  1 992;  Murphy  and  Anderson  !  993).  For  modeling 
purposes,  it  is  safest  to  assume  that  fixed-wing  flights  would  be  equally  disturbing.  A 
preliminary  analysis  suggests  that  in  a  reasonable  worst-case  scenario  (a  bird  in  a  large  flock 
subjected  to  four  overflights  per  week  for  all  4  weeks  of  flightlcssncss,  all  within  0.5  km  lateral 
distance  and  at  less  than  1000  m  altitude)  cumulative  weight  loss  attributable  to  the  aircraft 
overflights  would  be  under  20  g.  This  analysis  does  not  incorporate  the  scenario  of  multiple 
airstrips  or  overflights  that  are  not  associated  with  oil  and  gas  activities.  Detailed  analysis  should 
be  undertaken  by  a  qualified  modeling  team  in  order  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  the  proposed 
mitigation. 
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Siting  of  Facilities 

Stipulation  25  would  establish  a  500  m  buffer  around  all  lakes  used  by  geese,  and  a  1  km  buffer 
around  40  "high  use"  lakes,  which  include  those  that  (on  average)  support  83%  of  brant,  69%  of 
Canada  geese,  58%  of  snow  geese,  and  73%  of  while-fronted  geese  (Figure  5).  FaciJities  other 
than  pipelines  would  not  be  permitted  within  these  buffers.  The  exclusion  for  pipelines  is  based 
on  the  observations  in  the  oilfields  that  brood-rearing  brant  and  other  geese  tolerate,  and  cross 
under,  elevated  pipelines.    The  minimum  500  m  buffer  width  was  based  on  the  observation  that 
routine  vehicle  traffic  had  little  effect  on  geese  beyond  300-400  m  (see  above).  The  1  km  buffer 
is  somewhat  arbitrary;  it  may  or  may  not  be  sufTicient  to  reduce  disturbance  from  pedestrians  or 
boat  traffic,  and  it  is  certainly  not  sufficient  to  eliminate  aircraft  disturbance. 

Ground  Activities 

Stipulation  33  requires  tliat  facility  layout  shall  incorporate  features  (e.g.,  temporary  fences, 
siting/orientation)  that  screen  or  shield  human  activity  from  view  of  any  goose  molting  lake 
within  3  km.  The  rationale  for  this  stipulation  is  the  observation  that  pedestrians  are  among  the 
most  disturbing  influences,  and  that  the  maximum  range  of  this  effect  is  unknown.  Stipulation 
77  generally  prohibits  off-pad  activities  during  the  goose  molting  period;  this  provision  is  also 
intended  to  eliminate  highly  disturbing  pedestrian  traffic. 

Stipulation  78  prohibits  public  access  (except  by  subsistence  users)  to  goose-molting  areas  by 
way  of,  or  through  the  use  of,  oilfield  facilities,  and  proposed  Stipulation  60  would  require 
removal  of  roads,  airstrips,  and  other  gravel  fill  upon  field  abandonment  so  as  to  render  Ihem 
unusable  for  enhanced  access  into  and  within  the  goose  molting  area.  The  purpose  of  these 
provisions  is  to  limit  unconuolled  use  of  the  goose  molting  area  during,  and  after,  the  life  of  the 
oilfield.  The  exception  for  subsistence  activities  was  inserted  by  BI.M  staff,  not  by  the  panel 
which  drafted  the  stipulations.  Unless  some  agreement  can  be  reached  with  the  local  subsistence 
users,  the  geese  will  be  unprotected  from  disturbance  caused  by  activities  such  as  boating,  even  if 
hunting  activities  are  not  directed  at  the  birds.  If  the  oilfield  facilities  enhance  access  to  tliis  area 
(which  is  remote  and  currently  little  used),  .substantial  distiirbance  could  occur. 

Stipulation  34  suspends  major  construction  activities  (sand/gravel  extraction  and  transport, 
pipeline  and  pad  construction)  during  the  goose  molting  period.  The  intention  of  litis  stipulation 
is  to  eliminate  the  use  of  large  and  noisy  equipment  while  geese  are  in  (he  area,  based  on  the  data 
that  show  such  activities  can  be  much  more  disturbing  than  routine  traffic  by  light  vehicles. 

Stipulation  50c  requires  convoying  to  minimize  the  daily  dtiration  of  tralTic  disturbance  from 
May  20  to  August  20  (this  applies  to  tlie  caribou  calving  season,  as  well  as  to  the  goose  molting 
period)  and  50d  requires  minimization  of  road  traffic  during  the  molting  period. 

Waste  Di.sposal 

Stipulation  1  requires  handling  and  disposal  of  putrescible  waste  in  a  manner  which  prevents  the 
attracUon  of  predators.  Increased  populations  of  gulls,  foxes,  and  bears  in  the  Teshckpuk  area 


could  have  a  devastating  impact,  both  in  direct  mortality,  and  because  of  the  disturbance 
predators  cause.  It  is  critical  that  this  stipulation  receive  adequate  enforcement.  Neither  State 
regulations  nor  company  policies  have  been  successful  in  efiminaUng  the  problem  of  predator 
attraction  in  the  oilfields. 

CONCLUSION 

The  potential  for  aircraft  distiu-bance  will  be  diminished  if  the  proposed  stipulations  are  adopted. 
The  aircraft  disturbance  model  should  be  used  to  predict  the  behavioral  response  of  molting 
geese  to  aircraft  use  at  realistic  rates  (e.g.,  four  per  week  per  route).  Predicted  weight  loss 
attributable  to  disturbance  should  be  determined.  Interpretafion  may  not  be  straightforward, 
however,  because  the  birds'  ability  to  compensate  for  lost  feeding  time  and  energy  expense  is  not 
known.  Also,  the  biological  significance  of  light  weight  loss  (sensu  Miller  1991)  is  not  known. 
Taylor's  (1993)  work  indicates  that  the  birds  may  be  in  such  a  depleted  nutritional  status,  that  any 
increment  of  disturbance  could  be  hamiflii.  It  may  not  be  possible  to  make  a  confident  prediction 
regarding  the  physiological  and  survival  implications  of  anticipated  aircraft  activity. 

The  potential  for  disturbance  from  ground  activities  would  be  lessened  by  tlie  application  of  the 
proposed  stipulations.  If  brant  at  Teshekpuk  behave  similarly  to  those  in  the  oilfields,  then  there 
is  a  reasonable  expectation  that  they  will  continue  to  use  the  area  with  minimal  disturbance  from 
oilfield  activities  on  the  ground,  provided  that  the  proposed  stipulations  are  adopted  and 
enforced.  It  cannot  be  assumed,  however,  that  the  available  data  from  the  oilfields  are  adequate 
to  predict  all  fiiture  impacts.  It  is  necessary  to  conduct  research  on  oilfield  impacts  which  are 
poorly  understood  (such  as  the  numerical  and  functional  response  of  predator  populations),  in 
order  to  formulate  effective  management  strategies.  Also,  the  extent  to  which  birds  in  the 
oilfields  are  an  appropriate  model  for  birds  at  Teshckpuk  is  questionable.  There  are  some 
notable  differences  in  circumstances; 

•  Teshekpuk  is  predominantly  a  molting  area,  not  a  breeding  area,  fn  contrast,  the  majority 
of  oilfield  birds  are  engaged  in  brood-rearing  during  the  molt  period,  a  difference  which 
may  be  reflected  in  behavioral  response  or  physiological  state. 

•  Flock  sizes  at  Teshekpuk  are  larger,  on  average,  and  this  may  affect  the  birds'  behavior, 
as  larger  flocks  are  believed  to  react  more  strongly  to  disturbance. 

•  Birds  exposed  to  oilfield  activity  as  goslings  are  likely  to  be  more  habituated  to  human 
activity  than  the  birds  that  molt  at  Teshekpuk,  which  may  have  no  prior  experience  with 
oilfield-related  activifies. 

•  The  numbers  and  concentrations  of  birds  at  Teshekpuk  far  exceed  that  of  the  oilfields. 
Mean  number  of  brant  on  the  most  heavily  used  lake  at  Teshekpuk  exceeds  the  average 
annual  population  (adults  and  young  combined)  in  the  oilfields,  and  geese  occur  on  most 
lakes  within  the  molting  area. 


V-311 


14 


IS 


Habitat  characteristics,  including  dominant  forage  species,  at  Teshekpuk  are  different 
from  the  saline-influenced  habitats  used  by  oilfield  brood-rearing  groups.  Competition 
for  food  may  be  more  intense  at  Teshekpuk. 

The  implications  of  these  differing  circumstances  for  predicting  impacts  are  not  well  understood. 
It  is  not  clear,  for  instance,  whether  molting  adults  which  are  also  attending  broods  differ  from 
failed  breeders  in  their  sensitivity  to  disturbance  or  physiological  vulnerability.  A  subset  of  the 
birds  at  Prudhoe  Bay  are  failed  breeders  in  moderately  large  flocks  (>100  individuals),  and  thus 
represent  close  analogs  to  Teshekpuk  birds,  but  no  studies  have  compared  behavior  of  birds  of 
differing  breeding  status  at  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  differences  in  circumstances  reduce  the  level  of 
confidence  in  predicting  future  impacts  from  current  information.  Given  the  uncertainties,  a 
cautious  approach  is  warranted. 


Ljisratwe  Cited 

Anderson,  B.A.,  S.M.  Murphy,  and  M.T.  Jorgenson.  GHX-1  watcrbird  and  noise  monitoring 

program.  Final  Report  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  by  Alaska  Biological  Research, 
Fairbanks,  AK.   132  pp. 

Belanger,  L  and  Bedard,  J.   1989.  Responses  of  staging  greater  snow  geese  to  human 
disturbance.  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  53:713-719. 

Brackney  A.  W.  and  R.  J.  King.  1996.  Aerial  breeding  pair  surveys  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain 
of  Alaska;  distribution  and  abundance  1995.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Migratory 
Bird  Management,  Fairbanks.  20  pp. 

Bollinger,  K.  and  D.V.  Derksen.  Demographic  characteristics  of  molting  black  brant  near 
Teshekpuk  Lake,  Alaska.  J.  Field  Ornithology  67:141-158. 

Burgess,  R.M.,  A.A.  Stickney,  J.R.  Rose,  and  R.J.  Ritchie.   1 992.   1990  Endicott  Environmental 
Monitoring  Program  Final  Report.  Snow  goose.  Prepared  by  Alaska  Biological 
Research,  Inc.  for  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Alaska  District,  Anchorage,  v.p. 

Derksen,  D.V.,  T.C.  Rothe,  and  W.D.  Eldridge.  1981.  Use  of  wetland  habitats  by  birds  in  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve  -Alaska.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Resource 
Publication  141.  Washington,  D.C.  27  pp. 

Derksen,  D.V.,  W.D.  Eldridge,  and  M.W.  Weller.   1982.  Habitat  ecology  of  Pacific  black  brant 
and  other  geese  moulting  near  Teshekpuk  lake,  Alaska.  Wildfowl  33:39-57. 

Jensen,  K.C.  1990.  Responses  of  molting  Pacific  Black  Brant  to  experimental  disturbance  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  Alaska.  Ph.D.  Dissertation.  Texas  A  &  M  Univ.,  College 
Station.  72  pp. 

Gilliam,  J.K.  and  P.C.  Lent.   1982.  Proceedings  of  the  NPR-A  caribou/waterbird  impact  analysis 
workshop.  May  1 1-13,  1982.  Anchorage,  Alaska.  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Anchorage,  AK.  v.p. 

King,J.G.  1970.  The  .swans  and  gccsc  of  Alaska's  Arctic  Slope.  Wildfowl  21:11-17. 

Kramer,  G.W.,  Rauen,  L.R.,  and  Harris,  S.W.  1979.  Populations,  hunting  mortality,  and  habitat 
use  of  black  brant  at  San  Quentin  bay,  Baja  California,  Mexico.  Pages  242-245  in:  Jarvis, 
R.L.  and  Bartonek,  J.C,  cds.  Management  and  biology  of  Pacific  Flyway  geese. 
Cor\'allis,  Oregon:  Oregon  State  University  Book  Stores.  Inc.  242-254. 


V-312 


16 


17 


Madsen,  J.   1985.  Impact  of  disturbance  on  field  utilization  of  pink-footed  geese  in  West 
Jutland,  Denmark.  Biological  Conservation  33:53-63. 

Martin,  P.  1997.  Predators  and  scavengers  attracted  to  locales  of  human  activity'.  Pp.  6-19-6-24 
in:  NPR-A  Symposium  Proceedings.  Science,  traditional  knowledge,  and  the  resources 
of  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.  April  16-18, 
1997,  Anchorage,  Alaska.  Prepared  for  Minerals  Management  Service,  Anchorage. 

MeKnight,  S.K-,  and  Taylor,  E.i.,  1989.  'fhe  effects  of  aircraft  disturbance  on  the  bioenergetics 
of  molting  Pacific  black  brant  in  arctic  Alaska.  Unpubl.  Rep.  Dcpt.  WFSC,  Texas  A&M 
University,  College  Station,  Texas.  27  pp. 

Miller,  M.W.  1991.  A  simulation  model  of  the  response  of  molting  Pacific  black  brant  to 

helicopter  disturbance.  M.S.  Thesis.  Texas  A&M  University,  College  Station,  Texas.  86 
pp. 

Miller,  M.W.  1994.  Route  selection  to  minimize  helicopter  disturbance  of  molting  Pacific  black 
brant:  a  simulation.  Arctic  47:341-349. 

Miller,  M.W.,  K.C.  Jensen,  W.E.  Grant,  and  M.W.  Weller.   1994.  A  simulation  model  of 

helicopter  disturbance  of  molting  Pacific  black  brant.  Ecological  Modelling  73:293-309. 

Moitorel,  C.S.,  T.R,  Walker,  and  P.D.  Martin.   1 996.  Predevelopment  surveys  of  nesting  birds  at 
two  .sites  in  the  Kuparuk  Oilfield,  Alaska.   1988-1992.  NAES-TR-96-02.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Fairbanks.  1 04  pp. 

Murphy,  S.  M.,  B.  A.  Anderson,  and  C.  L.  Cranor.   1986.  I, isbume  Terrestrial  Monitoring 
Program-1985:  the  effects  of  the  Lisburne  Development  Project  on  geese  and  swans. 
First  annual  rep.  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  Anchorage,  AK,  by  Alaska  Biological 
Research,  Fairbanks,  AK.  1 52  pp. 

Murphy,  S.  M.,  D.  A.  Anderson,  C.  L.  Cranor,  and  R,  H.  Day.   1987.  Lisburne  Terrestrial 

Monitoring  Program-1986:  the  effects  of  the  Lisburne  Development  Project  on  geese  and 
swans.  Second  aimual  rep.  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  Anchorage,  AK,  by  Alaska 
Biological  Research,  Inc.,  Fairbanks,  AK.  246  pp. 

Murphy,  S.  M.,  B.  A.  Anderson,  C.  L.  Cranor,  and  C.  B.  Johnson.  1988.  Lisburne  Terrestrial 
Monitoring  Program- 1987:  tlie  effects  of  the  Lisburne  Development  Project  on  gee.se 
and  swans.    Ihird  annual  rep.  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  Anchorage.  AK,  by 
Alaska  Biological  Research,  Inc.,  Fairbanks,  AK.  205  pp. 


Murphy,  S.  M.,  B.  A.  Andenson,  C.  L.  Cranor,  and  M.  T.  Jorgenson.   1989.  Lisbume  Terrestrial 
Monitoring  Piogiam— 1988:  the  effects  of  the  Lisbunic  Development  Project  on  geese 
and  swans.  Fourth  annual  rep.  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  Anchorage,  AK,  by 
Alaska  Biological  Research,  Inc.,  Fairbanks,  AK.  255  pp. 

Murphy,  S.  M.,  B.  A.  Anderson,  C.  L.  Cranor,  M.  T.  Jorgenson,  and  B.  K.  Lance.   1990. 
Lisbume  Terrestrial  Monitoring  Program~1989:    The  effects  of  the  Lisbume 
Development  Project  on  geese  and  swans.  Fifth  annual  rep.  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska, 
Inc.,  Anchorage,  AK,  by  Alaska  Biological  Research,  Inc.,  Fairbanks,  AK.  275  pp. 


Murphy,  S.  M.,  and  B.  A.  Anderson.   1993.  Lisbume  Terrestrial  Monitoring  Program:  the 
effects  of  tlie  Lisbume  Development  Project  on  geese  and  swans,  1985-1989.  Final 
synthesis  rep.  prepared  for  ARCO  Alaska,  Inc.,  Anchon^e,  AK,  by  Alaska  Biological 
Research,  Inc.,  Fairbanks,  AK.  202  pp. 

Owens,  N.W.  1977.  Responses  of  wintering  brent  geese  to  human  disturbance.  Wildfowl  28:5- 
14. 

Sellman,  P.V.,  J.  Brown,  R.I.  Lewellen,  H.  McKLm,  and  C.  Merry.  1975.  The  classification  and 
geomorphic  implications  of  thaw  lakes  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  Alaska.  Research 
Report  344.  U.S.  Anny  Cold  Regions  Research  and  Engineering  Laboratory.  Hanover. 
21pp. 

Sedinger,  J.S.,  P.L.  Flint,  and  M.S.  Lindberg.   1995.  Environmental  influence  on  life-history 

traits:  growth,  survival  and  fecundity  in  black  brant  (Branta  hernicla).  Ecology  76:2404- 
2414. 

Sedinger,  J. S.,  M.S.  Lmdberg,  M.  Eichholz,  and  N.  Chelgren.  1997.  Influence  of  hatch  date 
versus  maternal  and  genetic  effects  on  growth  of  Black  Brant  goslings.  Auk  1 14:129- 
132. 

Sedinger,  J.S.  and  T.  Obritschkewitsch.  In  prep.  Relationship  between  oilfield  facilities  and 

movements,  behavior,  growth,  nest  success,  and  survival  of  black  brant.  Draft  Report  for 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Fairbanks,  AK. 

Sterling,  T.  and  A.  Dzubin.   1967.  Canada  goose  moll  migrations  to  the  Northwest  Territories. 
Trans.  K.  Am.  Wild!.  Conf  32:355-373. 

Taylor,  E.J.  1 993.  Molt  and  bioenergetics  of  Pacific  black  brani  {Uranta  hernicla  nigricans)  on 
the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  Alaska.  Ph.D.  Dissertation.  Texas  A&M  Univ.,  College  Station. 
285  pp. 


Taylor,  E.J.  1 995.  Molt  of  black  brant  (Branta  hernicla  nigricans)  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain, 
Alaska.  Auk  112:904-919. 


V-313 


18 

Ward,  D.H.  and  R.A.  Stehn.   1 989.  Response  of  brani  and  other  geese  to  aircraft  disturbance  at 
Izembclc  Lagoon,  Alaska.  Report  prepared  for  Minerals  Management  Service  by  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Anchorage,  AK.   1 93  pp. 

Weller,  M.W.  and  D.V.  Derksen.   1 979.  The  geomorphology  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  in  relation  to  -pjjij,  gj^g  g  lank 

coastline  configuration  of  Alaska's  coastal  plain.  Arctic  32:152-160. 

Weller,  M.W.,  K.C.  Jensen,  E.J.  Taylor,  M.W.  Miller,  K.S.  Bollinger,  D.V.  Derksen,  D.  Esler, 
and  C.  Markon.   1 994.  Assessment  of  shoreline  vegetation  in  relation  to  use  by  molting 
black  brant  Brania  hernicia  nigricans  on  the  Alaska  coastal  plain.  Biol.  Conserv. 
70:219-225. 


V-314 


1752-001 

The  text  in  Section  IV.F.S.b  has  been  revised  to  include  additional  clarifying  information  concerning 
potential  effects  of  oil  and  gas  developinent  on  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA. 

1752-002 

The  Preferred  Alternative  excludes  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  from  leasing  during  the  life  of  this  LAP. 
However,  the  problem  of  attraction  of  wildlife  to  waste-disposal  sites  and  the  impacts  on  birds  and  other 
wildlife  in  the  remainder  of  the  planning  area  is  a  significant  concern  to  BLM.  Enforcement  of  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulations  1,  2,  and  3  and  other  stipulations  is  a  high  priority  to  BLM.  The  BLM  will  enforce 
these  and  other  permit  stipulation  through  its  Inspection  and  Enforcement  Program  and  will  follow  up  on  all 
problems  that  arise  to  the  maxiinuin  extent  possible. 


River  Management  Plan  to  include  discussions  regarding  the  potential  creation  of  a  Bird  Conservation  Area. 

1752-007 

From  the  ecological  perspective,  the  amount  and  distribution  of  wetlands  based  on  National  Wetlands 
Inventory  (where  available)  and  recent  Landsat  Thematic  Mapper  imagery  has  been  formulated.  This 
information  was  not  complete  at  the  time  the  draft  EIS  was  printed,  but  it  is  included  in  the  final  EIS. 

To  meet  the  requirements  of  Section  404,  Clean  Water  Act,  any  future  NEPA  document  would  describe  the 
project's  components,  identify  the  type  and  amount  of  wetlands  and  other  waters  affected  by  each 
alternative,  describe  anticipated  impacts,  and  discuss  mitigating  measures  that  could  minimize  impacts  to 
these  resources. 


Please  also  see  Response  1 194-010. 

1752-003 

We  believe  the  scenarios  we  offer  for  future  development  in  the  planning  area  are  realistic.  The  projections 
of  the  amount  of  oil  in  the  area  are  based  on  the  best  information  available.  Should  discoveries  be  made  that 
show  these  oil-resource  projections  to  be  too  low  and,  as  a  result,  our  environmental  consequences  analysis 
is  no  longer  valid,  we  would  not  be  able  to  lease  additional  acreage  without  conducting  another 
environmental  review. 


1752-008 

We  have  revised  the  boundaries  of  the  Spectacled  Eider  Breeding  Range  to  conform  to  this  recommendation 
(see  Fig.  II.B.3). 

1752-009 

There  are  a  number  of  reasons  why  Alpine  is  considered  to  be  a  good  representation  for  future  fields  in  the 
NPR-A  (see  Responses  1652-031  and  1660-081).  When  the  final  lAP/EIS  is  published,  construction  for 
Alpine  will  be  under  way  (see  Response  1851-036). 


The  projections  of  the  infrastructure  that  might  result  if  discoveries  are  made  are  based  on  oil  priced  at  as 
much  as  $30  a  barrel.  Rarely  has  the  price  reached  that  level.  Between  1982  and  1997,  oil  prices  ranged 
from  $13.43  and  $34,10  and  over  the  last  century,  the  inflation-adjusted  average  price  for  a  barrel  of  oil  has 
been  slightly  more  than  $  1 6.  Development  based  on  any  price  other  than  the  highest  price  spikes  likely  will 
be  far  more  modest  than  what  we  have  evaluated  in  the  Environmental  Consequences  section  of  the  lAP/EIS. 

In  addition,  oil  exploration  and  development  technology  has  become  less  intrusive  on  the  environment.  We 
have  analyzed  impacts  based  on  current  technology,  but  it  is  probable  further  technological  advances  will 
continue  to  reduce  impacts. 

Finally,  while  oil  and  gas  lessees  have  certain  rights  to  extract  the  oil  that  they  have  leased,  their  plans  for 
development  are  subject  to  environmental  review  and  approval.  This  offers  an  avenue  to  mitigate 
unexpectedly  high  impacts. 

1752-004 

The  text  in  Section  IV.F.8  has  been  revised  to  clarify  potential  population-level  effects  on  molting  geese. 

1752-005 

The  Preferred  Alternative  calls  for  convening  a  raptor  workshop  to  review  the  scientific  literature  on 
disturbance  to  raptors,  and  to  identify  potential  additional  mitigating  measures  preliminary  to  developing  a 
Colville  River  Management  Plan.  The  management  plan  would  be  for  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  and 
some  areas  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  Special  Area  largely  because  of  their  value  for  raptor  habitat.  The 
participants  in  the  workshop  and  in  the  Colville  River  Management  Plan  team  will  extend  beyond  BLM 
personnel. 

1752-006 

The  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  adding  portions  of  the  Kikiakrorak  River,  the  Kogosukruk  River,  and 
tributaries  of  the  Kogosukruk  that  are  important  for  raptor  habitat  to  the  Colville  River  Special  Area.  In 
addition  to  prohibiting  nearly  all  surface  occupancy  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  within  1  mi  of 
the  bluffs  or  banks  of  these  rivers,  the  Preferred  Alternative  also  includes  a  special  consultative  provision  for 
an  area  within  2  mi  of  these  bluffs.  It  also  prohibits  gravel  roads  connecting  to  a  road  network  outside  the 
planning  area.  Finally,  the  Preferred  Alternative  recominends  working  with  other  landowners  on  a  Colville 


We  agree  that  it  would  be  more  realistic  to  model  a  range  in  expected  footprint  for  new  oil  fields  and  have 
revised  Section  IV. A.  1  .b(4)(c). 

Please  also  see  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48. 

1752-010 

The  need  for  permanent  roads,  as  opposed  to  seasonal  ice  roads,  will  depend  on  the  unique  characteristics  of 
each  project.  Explanations  of  why  "roadless"  development  is  assumed  to  be  the  likely  strategy  for  new 
development  is  in  Response  1851-011.  Although  the  construction  of  a  permanent  road  across  NPR-A  is 
exceedingly  unlikely,  we  have  revised  the  cumulative  analysis  to  include  a  road  connecting  to  the  existing 
road  network  on  State  land  east  of  NPR-A  (see  Sec.  IV. H). 

1752-011 

The  purpose  of  the  lAP/EIS  is  to  analyze  reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenarios  for  future 
activities  in  the  NE  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  A  detailed  discussion  of  all  aspects  of  the  Alpine  development 
project  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  lAP/EIS.  At  this  time,  investigations  to  identify  gravel  sources  in  the 
NPR-A  have  not  been  conducted  but  presumably  will  be,  if  discoveries  are  made  in  the  sale  area. 
Reconnaissance  mapping  of  surficial  deposits  is  contained  in  numerous  studies  published  by  the  USGS,  and 
citations  to  these  studies  will  be  included  in  the  final  lAP/EIS.  The  operations  in  areas  adjacent  to  the 
planning  area  are  included  in  Cumulative  Case  analysis. 

We  have  not  studied  the  economic  feasibility  of  gravel  transportation  in  the  NPR-A;  therefore,  we  cannot 
closely  define  the  limits  of  gravel  transportation  from  existing  sites  east  of  the  Colville  River.  Under  Section 
lV.A.l.b(4)(c)  (Gravel  Requirements),  we  have  discussed  several  alternative  scenarios,  including: 

1 .  gravel  extraction  from  existing  sites; 

2.  development  of  new  sand/gravel  mine  sites  within  the  NPR-A; 

3.  possible  barging  of  pad-construction  materials  to  coastal  staging  areas; 

4.  processing  bedrock  for  construction  inaterials; 

5.  alternative  designs  (year-round  ice  pads;  composite  all-season  pads);  and 

6.  re-using  gravel  from  previous  Husky  drill  sites. 

Final  approved  plans  for  new  field  developments  in  the  NPR-A  will  depend  largely  on  site-specific 
conditions  and  the  location  relative  to  sources  of  construction  materials. 
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1752-012 

The  extent  to  which  birds  displaced  by  facilities  would  occupy  adjacent  habitat  has  been  revised  to  reflect  a 
greater  suite  of  possible  effects  when  birds  are  displaced  by  placement  of  gravel  structures;  see  Sections 
rV.C.8.b(2)  and  rV.F.8.b.  The  text  in  Section  rV.C.lO.b.2  has  been  revised  to  address  the  relatively  small 
amount  of  habitat  lost  to  eiders  from  placement  of  fill  for  roads  and  pads. 

The  potential  effect  of  development  on  predator  populations  and  their  avian  prey  has  been  revised  to  clarify 
the  time  factor  aspects  of  predator  effects  on  birds;  see  Section.  IV. C. 8. b{l)(g).  The  text  in  Section 
rV.C.  10.b(2)  regarding  improper  containment  or  disposal  of  refuse  attracting  potential  bird  predators  which 
could  result  in  the  loss  of  eggs,  chicks  or  adult  eiders  has  been  revised. 

1752-013 

Because  the  comment  does  not  state  the  particular  aspects  of  the  statement  used  frequently  in  this  analysis  to 
indicate  that  changes  in  population  parameters  caused  by  activities/pollution  incidents  associated  with  oil 
and  gas  development  are  difficult  to  separate  from  natural  fluctuations  in  these  parameters,  no  specific 
response  is  possible.  The  comment  cites  breeding  success  as  an  example  of  a  parameter  that  can  be 
measured  without  regard  to  population  fluctuations,  and  so  should  not  be  placed  in  the  category  of  "not 
detectable  above  natural  population  fluctuations".  However,  breeding  success  of  a  population  certainly 
fluctuates  from  year  to  year.  If  breeding  success  in  a  regional  population  of  species  x  varies  from  30  to  60 
percent  over  a  span  of  years,  and  then  individuals  in  this  population  are  exposed  to  an  oil  spill  or  drilling  pad 
construction  followed  by  a  year  where  breeding  success  is  25  percent,  can  we  say  this  lower  success 
definitely  is  a  result  of  the  impact  (some  birds  were  killed  or  some  displaced  from  the  immediate  area),  or  is 
it  simply  a  low  point  in  the  natural  population  fluctuation  of  this  parameter  that  would  have  occurred 
anyway.  Consideration  of  many  other  factors  is  necessary  before  it  is  possible  to  unequivocally  say  an 
adverse  factor  is  having  a  specific  effect.  For  this  reason,  we  opted  to  phrase  some  conclusions  in  a  manner 
suggesting  that  in  most  instances  we  lack  the  long-term  quantitative  information  and  methodology  to 
interpret  whether  a  given  data  value  was  caused  by  an  oil  and  gas  activity,  or  is  just  another  point  on  a 
natural  plot  of  the  parameter.  There  are  virtually  no  species  for  which  a  causal  relationship  between  a 
potentially  adverse  event  and  long-term  effect  has  been  demonstrated. 

Regarding  the  comment  that  recovery  time  for  a  goose  population  after  an  oil  spill  (such  values  are  not 
included  in  this  document)  could  be  calculated  from  existing  population  models,  it  still  is  likely  that  as  a 
population  approaches  ("recovers")  its  original  average  number,  it  will  become  increasingly  difficult  to 
discriminate  each  successive  change  from  the  natural  variation  that  is  occurring  and  thus  the  precise 
endpoint  of  the  "recovery." 

The  commenter  certainly  is  correct  in  pointing  out  that  we  will  only  be  able  to  determine  impacts  and 
recovery  accurately  when  long-term  datasets  and  refined  methodology  become  available. 

Please  also  see  Response  1660-092. 

1752-014 

The  potential  for  cumulative  effects  caused  by  multiple  disturbance  incidents  has  been  added  to  Section 
1V.F.8.  Any  factor  that  repetitively  occurs  to  a  varying  extent  could  be  considered  "chronic."  The  fact 
remains  that  virtually  no  studies  have  determined  the  effect  of  chronically  recurring  factors  on  any 
population. 

1752-015 

This  comment  comparing  the  effects  under  Alternative  B  and  Alternative  E  takes  statements  for  the 
comparisons  out  of  context.  First,  the  statement  referenced  from  Alternative  B  in  the  comment  was  taken 
from  a  discussion  on  the  effects  from  construction  activities,  where  potential  effects  from  vehicular  traffic 
was  discussed  rather  than  from  the  summary  for  Alternative  B.  It  would  be  more  appropriate  to  compare  the 
summary  for  Alternative  B  with  the  summary  for  Alternative  E.  Second,  the  statement  referenced  from 


Alternative  E  is  only  the  first  sentence  of  the  summary.  The  activities  that  are  considered  most  likely  to 
affect  eiders  are  discussed  later  in  the  summary.  The  following  paragraphs,  which  are  taken  from 
information  in  the  summaries  of  Alternatives  B  and  E,  provide  a  more  appropriate  comparison  of  potential 
onshore  effects  of  activities  on  the  spectacled  eider. 

The  summary  for  Alternative  B  states  that  spectacled  eiders  are  not  expected  to  be  affected  by  discharges, 
seismic  surveys,  drilling,  oil-spill-cleanup  activities,  construction  activities,  vehicle  traffic,  or  oil  spills. 
(Because  there  is  no  surface  discharge  of  drilling  wastes,  the  activities  are  conducted  in  the  winter,  and/or  no 
leasing  will  occur  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  planning  area  under  this  alternative.)  Spectacled  eiders 
breeding,  nesting,  or  rearing  young  in  coastal  habitat  may  be  overflown  by  support  aircraft  and  may 
experience  temporary,  nonlethal  effects. 

The  summary  for  Alternative  E  states  that  spectacled  eiders  are  not  expected  to  be  affected  by  discharges, 
seismic  surveys,  construction  activities,  and  oil  spills,  essentially  the  same  as  under  Alternative  B.  (That's 
because  there  is  no  surface  discharge  of  drilling  wastes  and  the  activities  are  conducted  in  the  winter.  In  the 
case  of  oil  spills,  spills  generally  are  fairly  small  and  mostly  occur  on  drilling  pads.  Those  spills  that  reach 
the  surrounding  area  generally  cover  a  small  area.  Due  to  the  small  size  of  the  spills  and  the  very  close 
proximity  to  drill  pads,  it  was  considered  that  eiders  were  not  expected  to  be  affected  by  spills.  A  statement 
has  now  been  added  Secfion  rV.C.10.b(2)(c)  in  the  text  to  be  consistent  with  the  FWS  March  1998 
biological  opinion  that  eiders  within  200  meters  of  a  spill  occurring  off  a  drilling  pad  may  be  affected.)    The 
summary  then  states  that  the  potential  effects  as  a  result  of  noise  and  disturbance  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
activities,  such  as  aircraft  traffic  and  perhaps  drilling  of  development  and  production  wells  and  oil-spill- 
cleanup  activities,  are  likely  to  increase  because  all  of  the  eider  breeding  and  nesting  areas  in  the  planning 
area  are  in  areas  available  to  oil  and  gas  activities  under  this  alternative.  (Exploratory  wells  will  be  drilled 
during  the  winter,  but  development  and  production  wells  may  be  drilled  during  the  summer  months.) 

1752-016 

In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  all  stipulations  are  to  be  lease-sale  stipulations. 

1752-017 

Impact-analysis  specialists  have  reviewed  their  statements  to  eliminate  reference  to  inappropriate 
stipulations.  Impact-analysis  statements  have  factored  in  additional  information  about  their  practical 
effectiveness.  For  more  on  enforcement  of  stipulations,  please  see  Response  1 194-010. 

1752-018 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24a;  this  incorporates  the  proposed  changes 
regarding  polar  bear  dens. 

1752-019 

Stipulations  20a,  64,  and  81  (Alternatives  A-E)  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Preferred  Alternative  as 
Stipulations  24a,  61,  and  77,  respectively. 

1752-020 

The  proposed  changes  have  been  integrated  into  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations.  The  introductory 
paragraph  of  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24  clarifies  that  restrictions  "a"  through  "n"  apply  to  overland 
moves,  seismic  work,  and  similar  use  of  heavy  equipment  on  unroaded  surfaces  "during  the  winter  season." 
Preferred  Alternative  24b  expands  the  period  during  which  motorized  ground-vehicle  use  will  be  minimized 
to  include  the  gyrfalcon  nesting  period. 

1752-021 

Oil  and  gas  leasing  and  the  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA  is  prohibited 
under  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Consequently,  Stipulation  30  (Alternatives  A-E)  has  been  deleted  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  stipulations. 
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1752-022 

Nole  that  the  stipulation  at  issue  was  erroneously  identified  as  Stipulation  30  in  the  FWS's  comments. 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  56  incorporates  proposed  changes  regarding  cliffs  identified  as  raptor 
nesting  sites  and  a  consultation  requirement  and  altitude  limitation  when  aircraft  are  within  V2  mi  of 
gyrfalcon  nests  during  their  nesting  period. 

1752-023 

The  Goose  Molting  LUEA  is  not  available  for  leasing,  and  oil  and  gas  facilities  are  prohibited  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  As  a  result,  no  stockpiling  activities  are  anticipated  near  goose-molting  lakes  during 
the  life  of  this  lAP. 

1752-024 

Stipulation  59  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  corresponding  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  58  have  been 

amended  to  include  consultation  by  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

1752-025 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  construction  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  the  Goose 
Molting  LUEA  are  prohibited.  Stipulation  78  (Alternatives  A-E)  consequendy  has  been  deleted  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  stipulations. 

1752-026 

The  document  has  been  reviewed  to  ensure  cited  references  are  included  in  the  bibliography. 

1752-027 

In  planning  the  structure  of  the  EIS,  consideration  was  given  to  organizing  Section  IV  by  resources  rather 
than  by  alternatives.  Such  an  organization  would  benefit  those  readers  who  might  wish  to  focus  on  one  or 
more  specific  resources.  However,  the  thought  was  that  organizing  Section  IV  of  the  EIS  by  alternatives 
would  best  convey  the  overall  differences  between  the  alternatives  to  the  majority  of  the  readers.  The 
differences  between  alternatives  is  small  for  some  of  the  resources.  Reorganizing  Section  IV  between  the 
draft  and  final  EIS  within  the  schedule  the  Secretary  has  established  for  this  process  would  be  difficult. 

1752-028 

We  have  adopted  many  of  the  recommended  suggestions  in  the  final  lAP/ElS.  See  Section  I1.F.7  for  a 
description  of  the  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  and  the  type  of  monitoring  work  we  anticipate 
conducdng. 

1752-029 

The  BLM  has  worked  closely  with  the  NSB  during  this  planning  process  It  was  through  their  assistance  that 
we  were  able  to  produce  the  map  you  commend.  Text  in  Inupiaq  that  is  longer  than  a  word  or  phrase, 
however,  is  neither  appropriate  nor  necessary.  Few  people  read  more  than  short  phrases  in  Inupiaq. 
Moreover,  because  of  the  help  the  Borough  provided,  we  are  confident  that  we  have  communicated 
effectively  with  the  residents  who  are  exclusively  Inupiaq  speakers. 

1752-030 

The  text  in  Section  II  and  Section  III  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  1997  population  estimates  for  spectacled 
eiders  on  the  North  Slope.  Both  population  estimates,  one  corrected  for  observer  bias  and  one  uncorrected 
for  observer  bias,  have  been  presented  in  Section  HI. B. 6. a, 2,  Because  there  is  only  one  year  of  corrected 
population  estimate  and  there  are  5  years  of  uncorrected  population  estimates,  we  have  used  only  the 
uncorrected  1 997  population  estimate  in  Section  II. 

1752-031 

We  have  deleted  "Subsistence  Division"  from  the  passage  in  the  final  lAP/ElS. 


1752-032 

Section  II.D  has  been  revised  to  introduce  the  reader  to  the  Cumulative  Case.  Please  also  see  Response 

1851-025. 

1752-033 

Gravel  resources  are  scarce  within  the  borders  of  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  Depending  on  where 
in  the  planning  area  an  oil  field  might  be  developed  relative  to  local  gravel/sand  sources  and  sources  outside 
the  planning  area,  it  may  be  more  feasible  to  haul  gravel  in  from  outside  the  area.  The  sources  outside  the 
planning  area  may  be  new  but  more  likely  are  existing  material  sites  to  the  east.  The  analyses  of  impacts  to 
vegetation  in  Sections  IV. C  through  rV.F.6  acknowledge  the  possibility  of  exploiting  existing  material  sites 
but  base  the  quantitative  analysis  on  a  worst-case  assumption.  They  estimate  the  acreage  of  vegetation  that 
would  be  destroyed  or  altered  within  the  planning  area  as  the  result  of  material  site  development,  assuming 
there  would  be  one  material  site  for  each  oil  field  developed.   If  some  or  all  of  the  gravel  resources  ultimately 
come  from  outside  the  planning  area,  the  total  acreage  affected  would  be  the  same  or  less  but 
correspondingly  distributed  between  the  planning  area  and  other  lands  to  the  east.  Material  sites  outside  the 
planning  area  most  likely  would  be  within  river  floodplains,  where  vegetative  cover  may  be  naturally 
reduced  or  absent.  The  previous  two  sentences  have  been  added  to  the  text  in  Section  rV.C.6.b(l)(a)3). 

1752-034 

As  the  comment  states,  moderate  increases  in  activity  on  the  Colville  River  could  influence  nest  success  of 
raptors.  However,  it  is  difficult  to  predict  the  threshold  at  which  this  would  occur  with  the  information  that 
is  available  at  this  time.  Regarding  the  peregrine  falcon,  the  species  for  which  most  data  exist,  its  population 
has  been  increasing  with  the  current  level  of  activity  as  noted  in  the  text  of  Section  IV. B. 8.  Insufficient 
information  is  available  for  other  species  to  make  any  definitive  statement. 

1752-035 

With  regard  to  displacement  of  birds  to  alternate  habitats  following  habitat  alteration  (usually  burial  by 
gravel,  but  also  ice  pad/road),  certainly  a  variety  of  outcomes  is  possible.  These  include  typical  success  in 
adjacent  comparable  habitat,  no  attempt  to  nest  (loss  of  year's  productivity),  and  lower 
feeundity/success/productivity  or  survival/recruitment  in  suboptimal  habitat.  The  population  outcome 
presumably  is  complicated  by  variable  numbers  of  displaced  individuals  finding  comparable  habitat  to 
occupy  and,  no  doubt,  variable  success  among  those  that  do  nest  caused  by  behavioral  factors  such  as 
territoriality  and  competition  with  individuals  in  the  alternate  area  as  well  as  differences  in  food  availability 
and  predation.  At  this  time,  we  do  not  have  adequate  data  to  allow  an  accurate  determination  of  effects  at 
various  levels  of  success  for  most  species.  As  noted,  successful  nesting  in  undisturbed  habitat  could  range 
from  0  to  100  percent,  but  the  area  likely  to  be  removed  under  this  alternative  (about  60  acres)  even  at  0 
percent  success  would  seem  to  imply  a  minor  effect  at  the  population  level  (e.g.,  semipalmated  sandpiper  = 
16  birds/km-  over  most  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A  =  4/60  acre  tract),  unless  it  concerned  a  rare  breeder  with 
specialized  or  limited  habitat  options  and/or  small  population.  Species  in  these  categories  would  represent  a 
low  probability  worst  case,  which  is  not  appropriate  to  portray  as  an  expected  result.  The  text  in  Section 
IV.C.8.b(2)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  statement  regarding  this  situation. 

1752-036 

The  conclusion  of  Section  rV.H.8  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  potential  for  an  oil  spill  in  the  Goose 
Molting  Habitat  and  comparison  with  Alternative  B. 

1752-037 

The  text  has  been  revised  (Sec.  FV.H.S)  to  clarify  specific  and  overall  cumulative  effects  statements. 

1752-038 

Denning  bears  could  be  displaced  by  seismic  activities  near  dens  during  fall  and  winter.   Bears  also  may  be 
attracted  to  camp  facilities  during  the  spring  because  of  food  odors.  Arctic  foxes  are  not  expected  to  be 
adversely  affected  by  oil  development.  Populations  of  foxes  have  increased  on  (he  oil  fields  compared  to 
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adjacent  undeveloped  areas. 

1752-039 

The  effects  of  cumulative  oil  development  on  terrestrial  mammals,  especially  in  the  NPR-A,  are  expected  to 
be  very  similar  to  those  described  under  Alternative  E.  The  draft  EIS  discusses  past,  ongoing,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  that  may  affect  terrestrial  mammals.  The  only  conceptual  issue  discussed  briefly  is 
global  warming,  because  there  is  evidence  that  it  may  be  occurring  in  the  Arctic  (Anderson  and  Weller, 
1996). 

1752-040 

Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  would  include  very  little  or  no  leasing  along  the  coast  of  the  NPR-A,  and  only  one 
past  den  location  inland  along  the  Colville  River  is  adjacent  to  NPR-A  areas  that  may  be  leased  under  these 
alternatives.  Most  former  denning  sites  were  located  within  <10  mi  of  the  coast  (see  Fig.  llI.B.5.b-l).  Only 
activities  under  Alternative  E  are  expected  to  potentially  disturb  polar  bear  dens. 

1752-041 

There  is  no  scientific  evidence  that  ongoing  or  past  seismic  activities  have  precluded  polar  bears  from  using 
prime  denning  habitats  on  the  North  Slope.  Polar  bears  have  shown  considerable  tolerance  to  seismic 
activities  (Amstrup,  1993).  Regulations  under  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  that  require  oil 
companies  to  have  Letters  of  Authorization  to  conduct  activities  where  polar  bear  dens  may  be  located 
apparently  have  minimized  disturbance  of  denning  polar  bears.  Future  seismic  operations  are  expected  to 
comply  with  these  measures  and  prevent  excessive  disturbance  of  polar  bears. 

Please  also  see  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24a. 

1752-042 

Please  see  Response  1752-103. 

1752-043 

Please  see  Response  1752-015. 

1752-044 

The  rationale  for  that  statement  is  based  not  only  on  the  presence  and  relative  density  of  both  species  in  the 
planning  area  but  also  on  their  presence  and  relative  density  elsewhere  on  the  North  Slope  (see  Figs.  II1.B.6- 
1  and  111. B. 6-2).  Steller's  eiders  appear  to  be  relatively  scattered  on  the  North  Slope,  with  no  apparent  areas 
of  relatively  high  density.  Within  the  planning  area,  eiders  are  present  primarily  outside  of  the  area  of 
highest  oil  and  gas  potential — the  northern  portion  of  the  planning  area,  which  is  available  for  leasing  under 
Alternative  E — which  should  reduce  the  potential  for  effects  to  them.  They  are  present  in  very  low  densities 
east  of  the  Colville  River,  with  no  sightings  shown  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  and  most  of  the  Kuparuk  area, 
where  oil  and  gas  activities  are  relatively  intense.  Spectacled  eiders  are  present  in  some  of  the  highest 
densities  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  planning  area,  where  the  highest  potential  for  oil  and  gas  exists,  and 
they  are  present  throughout  the  northern  portion  of  the  coastal  area  in  the  Kuparuk  and  Prudhoe  Bay  area. 
They  also  are  more  likely  to  be  disturbed  by  ground-impacting-management  activities  in  the  planning  area, 
such  as  aerial  wildlife  surveys,  which  tend  to  be  concentrated  more  in  the  areas  where  spectacled  eider 
densities  are  highest.  It  is  likely  that  there  is  a  higher  potential  to  affect  spectacled  eiders  than  Steller's 
eiders,  certainly  in  terms  of  the  numbers  of  individuals  impacted.  It  would  be  very  difficult  to  speculate 
which  would  suffer  a  greater  impact  in  terms  of  impact  to  the  population.  From  still  another  viewpoint  that 
includes  consideration  of  cumulative  effects,  the  FWS  Biological  Opinion  does  not  conclude  that  adverse 
effects  are  likely  to  be  greater  for  either  species.  The  opinion  also  concluded  that  jeopardy  to  the  population 
of  either  species  was  not  likely  to  occur,  even  if  the  species  was  completely  eliminated  froin  the  planning 
area. 


1752-045 

The  sentence  in  Section  III.A. l.a(l)(d)  has  been  revised. 

1752-046 

There  are  about  as  many  lists  of  birds  observed  on  the  Arctic  Slope  as  there  are  birders  and  investigators 
who  have  spent  some  time  obser\'ing  them.  Few,  if  any,  list  exactly  the  same  species  because  of  the  different 
areas  examined  by  various  investigators,  the  atnounl  of  time  and  seasons  spent  on  the  slope,  and  a  certain 
amount  of  luck  in  finding  rarer  species.  In  the  description  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A  environment,  species 
that  generally  are  considered  casual  visitants,  rare  migrants,  rare  breeders,  etc.  were  not  included  in  arriving 
at  the  total  of  75  (Sec.  III.B.4).  Those  that  are  expected  to  be  of  fairly  widespread  occurrence  and 
uncommon  or  greater  abundance  were  considered.  A  few  marginal  species,  especially  those  that  may  be 
more  common  along  the  Colville  River  than  elsewhere,  have  been  added  to  the  total.  Spectacled  and 
Steller's  eiders  are  considered  in  the  section  on  threatened  and  endangered  species. 

The  season  of  migratory  bird  presence  in  the  NE  NPR-A  given  in  the  section  includes  the  eariy  and  late 
dates  for  all  species,  and  extends  from  May  to  November.  This  includes  those  seabirds  and/or  waterfowl 
that  are  found  on  the  Beaufort  Sea  into  the  early  part  of  November. 

Text  Section  III.B.4  has  been  revised  to  clarify  relation  of  abundance  of  other  passerines  to  the  Lapland 
longspur. 

1752-047 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  classification  of  saltmarsh  habitat. 

1752-048 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4  regarding  the  size  of  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  has  been  revised.  The  text 
regarding  post  molting  brant  has  been  added  to  the  brant  discussion. 

1752-049 

King  eider  data,  including  the  1997  update,  has  been  added  to  Table  III.B.4- 1 .  The  text  has  been  revised  to 
indicate  high  king  eider  breeding  density  in  the  planning  area. 

1752-050 

Table  III.B.4-1  has  been  revised  to  indicate  rough-legged  hawks  as  common. 

1752-051 

The  status  of  gulls  and  terns  has  been  revised  on  Table  III.B.4-1. 

1752-052 

The  caption  to  Figure  III.B.4-1  has  been  revised  and  the  database  added. 

1752-053 

The  data  source  for  Figures  III. B. 4-2,  8,  10,  and  1 1  has  been  corrected. 

1752-054 

The  caption  for  Figure  III. B. 4-7  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  data  used. 

1752-055 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  numbers  of  molting  brant  on  Table  III. B. 4-2. 

1752-056 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4  has  been  revised  to  clarify  use  of  lakes  by  molting  brant. 
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1752-057 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4.a(4)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  greater  white-fronted  goose  distribution. 

1752-058 

The  text  in  Section  lII.B.4.a(5)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  Canada  goose-nesting  areas. 

1752-059 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4.a{6)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  duck  distribution. 

1752-060 

Statements  indicating  importance  of  planning  area  to  king  eiders  are  included  in  Section  llI.B.4.a(6). 

1752-061 

The  text  in  Section  III.B.4.a(6)  has  been  revised  to  qualify  aerial  versus  ground  data  for  duck  densities. 

1752-062 

The  reference  to  Table  IIl.B.4-2  has  been  removed. 

1752-063 

Figure  llI.B.5.a-l  focuses  primarily  on  caribou  habitats  within  the  NPR-A  boundary  because  this  is  where 
proposed  oil  and  gas  and  other  BLM  activities  would  take  place.  The  western  part  of  the  Central  Arctic 
caribou  calving  range  is  shown  because  the  NPR-A  proposed  pipeline  routes  would  cross  this  range  to 
connect  with  the  Kuparuk  River  oil  field  pipeline  (see  Fig.  fV.  A.  1  .b-7).  Other  caribou  habitats  east  or  south 
of  the  NPR-A  boundary  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposal. 

1752-064 

The  text  has  been  changed  in  Section  lll.B.5.a,  Wolves,  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1752-065 

Figure  lIl.B.5.b-l  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1752-066 

The  text  in  Section  IIl.B.5.b.(4),  Polar  Bear,  has  been  changed  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1752-067 

The  text  has  been  changed  in  Section  llI.B.5.b.(4),  Polar  Bear,  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1752-068 

The  text  has  been  changed  in  Section  IIl.B.5.b.(4),  Polar  Bear,  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1752-069 

The  text  has  been  revised  In  Section  IIl.B.5.b.(4),  Polar  Bear,  in  response  lo  this  comment. 

1752-070 

The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  in  the  text  in  Section  III.B.6.a. 

1752-071 

The  recommended  text  has  been  mcluded  in  Section  IIl.B.6.a.(2). 

1752-072 

No  change  has  been  made  in  the  text.  The  text  contains  only  two  sentences  pertaining  lo  the  population  of 
spectacled  ciders  on  the  Y-K  Delta.  Those  sentences  discuss  population  estimates  on  the  delta  from  a 
historical  perspective  and  the  subsequent  decline  in  that  population.  The  species  was  listed  as  threatened 


due  to  a  large  decline  in  the  North  American  population,  which  was  due  in  large  part  to  the  decline  in  the  Y- 
K  Delta  population.  Because  equivalent  data  to  examine  overall  trends  on  the  North  Slope  are  not  available, 
we  believe  that  inclusion  of  data  from  the  Y-K  Delta  provides  useful  information. 

1752-073 

The  order  of  presentation  of  Lamed  and  Balogh  (1997)  and  TERA  (1995)  in  Section  llI.B.6.a.(2)  has  been 
reversed  in  the  text.  The  more  current  survey  work  by  Lamed  and  Balogh  (1997)  is  now  presented  first.  The 
text  does  not  suggest  anything  but  simply  provides  a  statement  made  in  the  conclusion  of  TERA  (1995). 
That  statement  is  in  quotes  and  it  is  clear  that  it  is  attributed  to  the  author  of  the  report,  and  not  a  suggestion 
in  the  EIS.  The  text  includes  a  statement  that  such  extrapolation  probably  is  speculative  because  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  area  represents  only  a  small  portion  of  the  total  spectacled  eider  habitat  on  the  North  Slope, 
and  that  densities  of  eiders  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  are  not  likely  to  be  typical  of  the  entire  coastal  plain. 
We  believe  there  is  a  value  in  presenting  information  from  different  studies.  Different  studies/authors  may 
provide  different  and  sometimes  contradictory  viewpoints.  The  two  studies  discussed  in  the  text  also  look  at 
different  survey  areas.  The  survey  effort  by  TERA  concentrates  on  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area,  whereas  turned 
and  Balogh  (1997)  look  at  the  entire  Arctic  Coastal  Plain. 

1752-074 

Section  IlI.B.6.a.(2)  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  infonnation. 

1752-075 

Balogh  (1997)  has  been  left  in  the  text.  This  was  a  statement  made  during  the  NPR-A  Symposium 
Proceedings.  We  prefer  to  reference  a  document  available  to  the  public  when  possible  rather  than 
unpublished  information. 

1752-076 

No  change  was  made  to  the  text.  Because  the  information  is  available  and  provided  by  Mr.  Earned,  we 
prefer  to  keep  it  in  the  text.  The  information  provides  some  indication  of  the  annual  variability  of 
population  estimates. 

1752-077 

The  intent  of  the  text  was  to  indicate  that  the  Alaska  breeding  population  of  Steller's  eiders  was  listed  as 
threatened.  This  was  clearly  stated  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  paragraph.  The  third  sentence  of  the  text  in 
Section  lll.B.6.a.(3)  has  been  revised  for  better  clarification.  The  Proposed  Rule  has  been  retained,  because 
it  contains  pertinent  information. 

1752-078 

No  change  has  been  made  to  the  text.  We  believe  information  on  Steller's  eiders  breeding  on  the  Y-K  Delta 
is  relevant;  it  is  the  Alaska  breeding  population  which  has  been  listed  as  threatened.  Information  about  the 
population  on  the  North  Slope  certainly  is  relevant,  because  that  is  the  location  of  the  NPR-A.  The  brief 
discussion  of  eiders  breeding  on  the  Y-K  Delta  and  the  subsequent  decline  in  that  population  provides  some 
historical  perspective.  The  species  was  listed  as  threatened  due  to  a  substantial  decrease  in  the  species' 
nesting  range  and  due  to  a  population  decline,  which  was  due  in  part  to  the  decline  in  the  Y-K  Delta 
population.  Because  equivalent  data  to  examine  overall  trends  on  the  North  Slope  are  not  available,  we 
believe  that  inclusion  of  data  from  the  Y-K  Delta  and  the  numbers  of  eiders  seen  in  North  Slope  surveys  in 
1986  to  1988  provides  useful  information. 

1752-079 

The  original  references,  as  cited  in  ARCO  (1996),  have  been  added  to  the  text  in  Section  III.B.6.a.(3). 

1752-080 

No  change  was  made  to  the  text.   We  refer  you  to  three  documents  prepared  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Biological  Opinions  for  both  the  Integrated  Activity  Plan  for  the 
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Northeast  Portion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  and  the  Proposed  Beaufort  Sea  Oil  and  Gas 
Sale  170  and  the  Final  Rule  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  listing  the  Alaska  breeding  population  of 
Steller's  eiders  (62  FR  3 1748),  state  ".  .  .females  with  young  were  seen  in  1993  near  Prudhoe  Bay.  .  ." 
These  three  references  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  support  what  is  currently  written  in  the  text. 

1752-081 

It  is  not  clear  what  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  wants,  because  some  of  the  information  suggested  here  for 
inclusion  into  the  final  EIS  appears  to  be  contradictory  to  some  of  the  previous  comments  by  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service.  This  section  already  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  several  times  and 
their  comments  incorporated.  We  believe  the  information  suggested  for  inclusion  is  already  included  in  the 
text  or  is  not  pertinent  for  inclusion. 

hiformation  regarding  the  protected  status  of  Steller's  eiders  is  included  in  the  text.  The  Proposed  Rule  has 
been  retained  in  the  text  because  it  provides  more  historical  information  about  the  worldwide  population  of 
Steller's  eiders  in  (he  1950s  than  does  the  Final  Rule.  Information  on  range  and  numbers  for  spectacled  and 
Steller's  eiders  in  different  parts  of  Alaska,  including  the  Y-K  Delta  and  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  including 
breeding  and  wintering  areas,  are  included  in  the  text.  Information  is  presented  primarily  for  the  State  of 
Alaska.  Global  information  has  not  been  included  except  for  information  on  spectacled  eiders  wintering  in 
the  Bering  Sea  and  Steller's  eiders  wintering  along  the  Alaska  Peninsula,  hiformation  on  the  general 
ecology  including  breeding,  nesting,  and  wintering  areas;  population  estimates;  habitat  preferences;  food 
items,  etc.  already  are  included  in  the  text.  Information  on  the  potential  effects  of  disturbance,  predation, 
etc.  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.C.lO.b. 


1752-087 

Please  see  Response  1670-003. 

1752-088 

Please  see  Response  1752-086. 

1752-089 

This  issue  was  addressed  in  Response  1 334-01 2. 

1752-090 

The  text  in  Section  rV.B.8.a(2)  regarding  experimental  effects  of  aircraft  has  been  revised  for  clarification. 
It  should  be  noted  that  at  a  comparable  altitude  and  lateral  distance,  helicopters  disturbed  greater  percentages 
of  brant  than  most  fixed-wing  aircraft. 

Although  there  are  a  number  of  references  concerning  aircraft  disturbance  of  birds,  the  five  studies  most 
relevant  to  this  area  and  species  are  cited  here. 

1752-091 

Relafively  few  studies  have  determined  distances  at  which  ground-based  activities  in  winter  would  result  in 
disturbance  to  birds.  The  values  given  in  Section  rV.B.8.a(I)  are  considered  reasonable  estimates  for  the 
groups  to  which  the  few  winter  residents  belong  and  are  derived  from  the  publications  cited  and  personal 
observations. 


1752-082 

We  acknowledge  your  concern.  The  intention  was  merely  to  describe  the  recreational  resource/opportunity. 
We  believe  the  section  does  this.  The  affected  environment  section  of  an  EIS  is  not  the  place  to  encourage 
or  discourage  any  activity. 

1752-083 

We  appreciate  your  input  and  have  made  appropriate  changes  to  the  text. 

1752-084 

We  found  no  such  statement  on  page  lIl-C-46;  however,  such  a  statement  did  appear  on  page  III-C-48  under 
the  subsection  "Tourism."  Tourism  was  intended  to  refer  to  packaged  or  guided  (sightseeing)  tours  that  rely 
on  commercial  facilities  for  food  and  lodging.  For  clarification,  we  have  deleted  the  section  and  subsumed 
its  content  under  "Sightseeing."  In  general,  the  point  we  believe  the  Recreation  and  Visual  section  correctly 
makes  is  that  despite  some  outstanding  recreation  opportunities  afforded  by  the  area's  resources  (e.g.,  the 
abundant  wildlife),  the  remoteness,  lack  of  roads,  short  summer  season,  and  generally  inhospitable 
environment  will  keep  visitation  at  low  levels  and  "concentrated"  in  the  more  accessible  areas  along  major 
rivers  and  near  developed  facilities. 

1752-085 

An  editorial  change  noted  by  the  commenter  has  been  made, 

1752-086 

It  is  true  that  a  small  portion  of  the  lands  west  of  the  Kuukpik  LUEA,  postponed  for  leasing  in  Alternative  B, 
lie  within  a  25-mile  radius  of  Alpine.  However,  at  the  present  time  we  do  not  know  which  tracts  will  be 
leased  or  where  discoveries  will  be  made.  It  would  be  fortunate  for  a  new  discovery  to  be  located  this  close 
to  an  existing  facility,  but  it  is  more  likely  that  discoveries  will  be  made  beyond  25  mi  in  distance.  We  also 
believe  that  there  are  no  strict  limits  for  the  maximum  feasible  distance  for  satellite  field  development. 
Generally,  we  would  accept  a  15-  to  25-mi  range  as  a  representative  limit,  subject  to  a  variety  of  site-specific 
factors. 


1752-092 

While  it  is  possible  that  one  of  the  10  lakes  where  the  maximum  number  of  brant  present  has  been  >  1,500  at 
least  once  could  be  entered  by  a  fuel  spill,  the  likelihood  is  not  necessarily  very  high.  There  are  only  five 
lakes  where  if  all  birds  were  killed,  the  term  "thousands"  would  be  an  accurate  descriptor.  In  assessing 
potential  effects,  an  attempt  is  made  not  to  present  the  worst  case  as  the  expected  or  typical  effect.  In  this 
case,  there  are  many  more  lakes  where  the  maximum  brant  counted  is  many  fewer  than  1,500.  Also,  given 
the  orientation  of  lakes  in  this  area  that  suggests  a  prevailing  wind  direction,  it  would  be  rather  unusual  for 
spilled  fuel,  especially  in  this  relatively  small  quantity,  to  contact  all  birds  on  a  lake.  The  text  in  Section 
rV.B.S.b  has  been  revised  to  clarify  numbers  of  brant  on  lakes  in  the  goose-molting  area. 

1752-093 

In  stating  that  effects  of  short-duration  disturbance  from  camp  activities  are  likely  to  be  negligible,  reference 
was  being  made  to  population-level  effects  rather  than  individuals.  The  text  in  Section  rV.B.8.a(I)  has  been 
revised  to  clarify  this  point.  The  text  following  the  referenced  statement  has  been  added  to  include  potential 
effects  on  raptors,  cifing  Ritchie  (1987)  wherein  he  found  virtually  no  significant  effects  in  nesting 
peregrines  exposed  to  a  variety  of  disturbance  factors. 

1752-094 

The  text  in  Section  IV.B.  10.b(2)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  spectacled  eider  nesting  distribution  vifhere 
effects  may  occur. 

1752-095 

Contrary  to  the  comment,  summer  vehicle  traffic  is  included  in  Secfion  rV.C.8.b(I)(e).  The  text  has  been 
revised  to  include  summer  construction  activity. 

1752-096 

The  text  in  Section  IV.C.8.b(  1  )(g)  has  been  revised  to  clarify  the  time  factor  aspects  of  predator  effects  on 
birds. 
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1752-097 

The  text  in  Section  IV.C.8.b{2)  has  been  revised  lo  reflect  a  greater  suite  of  possible  effects  when  birds  are 

displaced  by  placement  of  gravel  structures. 

1752-098 

Regarding  restoration  of  gravel-fill  sites  to  usable  habitat,  referencing  Section  rV.C.8.b(2),  Stipulation  59 
(Alternatives  A-E)  requires  that  abandoned  oil  field  sites  be  rehabilitated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  BLM 
Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  ADF&G,  ADEC,  and  NSB.  At  this  point,  the  specifications  for 
restoration  would  be  determined  by  wildlife  experts  and  others.  Rehabilitation  efforts  at  numerous  North 
Slope  areas  and  natural  revegetation  occurring  under  suitable  conditions  demonstrate  that  it  is  feasible  to 
restore  gravel  areas  to  usable  habitat  (McKendrick,  1997,  NPR-A  Symposium  Proceedings).  In  addition. 
Stipulation  40  (Alternatives  A-E)  requires  gravel  mine  sites  be  designed  to  function  as  water  reservoirs,  if 
feasible.  Also,  Stipulation  60  requires  that  roads,  airstrips,  and  other  gravel  fill  be  rendered  unusable  for 
access  into  Goose  Molting  Habitat.  Presumably,  this  would  be  accomplished  by  disturbing  the  surface, 
which  in  turn  would  make  natural  revegetation  and/or  rehabilitation  efforts  more  successful. 

The  text  has  been  revised  to  clarify  discussion  of  potential  for  birds  displaced  by  gravel  structures  to  nest  in 
adjoining  areas. 

1752-099 

Regarding  the  comment  that  Stipulations  50  and  77  (Alternatives  A-E)  do  not  apply  to  this  alternative 
(discussed  at  Sec.  IV. C. 8),  Stipulation  77  has  been  deleted  from  the  discussion.  Stipulations  50a  and  c  do 
apply  because  restrictions  on  traffic  primarily  to  benefit  caribou  anywhere  in  the  planning  area  also  would 
reduce  disturbance  to  birds. 

1752-100 

The  text  in  Section  IV.C.9.a  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1752-101 

Recent  information  on  the  number  and  home  ranges  of  grizzly  bears  in  the  oil  fields  (Shideler  and  Hechtel, 
1995)  is  discussed  in  Section  111. B. 5. a. (4),  Grizzly  Bears.  This  ongoing  study  has  not  come  up  with  any 
conclusion  on  impacts  to  the  grizzly  bear  population  in  regard  to  oil  development  on  the  North  Slope. 

1752-102 

No  change  has  been  made  in  the  text.  According  to  the  NPR-A  Symposiuin  Proceedings  held  in  April  1997, 
this  statement  is  attributed  to  Mr.  Balogh  who  was  a  presenter  at  the  symposium.  If  the  information  in  the 
proceedings  is  not  correct,  we  suggest  that  the  FWS  contact  the  symposium  coordinator.  Dr.  Thomas 
Newbury,  with  MMS  to  have  a  conection  made. 

1752-103 

The  statement  speculating  that  eiders  may  respond  to  noise  from  drilling  by  relocating  before  nesting, 
abandoning  the  nest,  or  relocating  the  brood  once  incubation  was  completed  has  been  deleted  from  the  text 
in  Section  IV.C.10.b.(2). 


as  an  already  occurring  effect  from  Prudhoe  Bay  development  and  changes  in  access  to  Prudhoe  Bay  from  a 
winter  ice  road  to  the  village.  The  BLM  acknowledges  that  it  would  be  useful  to  coinpare  the  mapping  of 
Nuiqsut  subsistence-use  areas  done  by  Pedersen  in  the  1970s  with  inaps  recently  created  by  the  North  Slope 
Borough  to  see  what  changes  have  occurred,  but  these  maps  have  not  yet  been  released  by  the  North  Slope 
Borough  Planning  Department.  One  map  that  does  indicate  recent  subsistence-use  locations  appears  on  p. 
III-C-32  in  the  draft  EIS.  This  map  is  based  on  one  that  appeared  in  North  Slope  Borough  Subsistence 
Han'esI  Documentation  Project:  Data  for  Nuiqsut,  Alaska,  For  the  Period  July  J,  1 994  to  June  30,  J  995 
(Brower  and  Opie,  1997).  The  problem  with  comparing  this  map  to  the  1979  Pedersen  data  is  that  the  recent 
map  is  for  one  harvest  season  and  Pedersen's  maps  represent  lifetime  use  areas.  The  more  useful 
comparison  would  be  to  compare  Pedersen's  data  to  a  newer  map  that  represented  the  present  boundaries  of 
overall  subsistence  use. 

Although  the  winter  ice  road  from  Nuiqsut  to  Prudhoe  Bay  has  increased  access  to  Deadhorse  and  beyond, 
there  is  no  supporting  data  to  indicate  that  it  has  served  to  increase  Native  employment  at  Prudhoe. 

1752-106 

The  text  in  Section  IV.C.13.c(3)  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 

1752-107 

The  Subsistence  section  conclusions  for  Multiple  Sales  for  Alternative  C,  D,  and  E  have  been  changed  to 
reflect  this  comment. 

1752-108 

The  most  comprehensive  discussion  of  effects  is  contained  in  Alternatives  A  and  B.  It  was  not  intended  to 
repeat  this  discussion  for  each  of  the  alternatives.  The  text  in  Section  IV.F.S.b  has  been  revised  to  provide 
additional  detail  and  clarification. 

Regarding  interlake  areas  that  could  allow  facilities  placement  soine  distance  from  molting  goose 
concentration  areas,  there  was  no  implication  that  this  would  eliminate  disturbing  ground  stiinuli  from  all 
areas  used  by  geese  or  by  support  aircraft.  Regarding  the  distance  of  several  kiloineters  that  the  latter 
provokes  response  in  molting  geese  noted  by  the  commenter,  this  presumably  references  helicopter  results  in 
Teshekpuk  Lake  studies  rather  than  ground-based  disturbance — the  principal  projected  use  of  helicopters  in 
this  instance  would  be  in  case  of  emergency. 

Regarding  the  use  of  Troy  and  Carpenter's  obser\'ations  of  renesting  by  displaced  shorebirds  and  longspurs, 
these  were  cited  to  suggest  that  other  species  would  react  siinilarly  if  displaced  by  facilities  construction,  not 
that  geese  displaced  from  favored  molting  lakes  necessarily  would  react  in  the  same  inanner.  However,  it  is 
difficult  to  believe  that  geese  displaced  by  disturbance  from  a  facilities  site  would  not  use  other  lakes. 

No  statement  was  made  in  this  section  concluding  that  stipulations  would  remove  inost  potential  for 
disturbance  or  desertion.  The  stipulations  represent  a  compromise  between  protecting  wildlife  from  adverse 
impacts  and  allowing  exploration  for  oil  and  gas  resources.  If  the  latter  is  undertaken,  there  probably  is  no 
way  to  eliminate  all  disturbance  of  molting  geese  in  all  circumstances. 


Some  of  the  suggested  revisions  pertaining  to  refuse  and  predators  appeared  to  be  contradictory.  Because  no 
reference  was  provided,  the  revisions  incorporated  into  the  text  in  Section  fV.C  were  made  to  be  consistent 
with  the  FWS  March  17,  1998,  Biological  Opinion. 


1752-109 

The  text  in  Section  lV.F.8.b  has  been  revised  to  clarify  potential  effects  under  Alternative  E  compared  to 
Alternative  B. 


1752-104 

Two  sentences  in  Section  lV.C.10.b(2)  have  been  revised  to  belter  clarify  the  text. 

1752-105 

The  text  in  Section  IV.C.  1 3  has  been  changed  to  include  changing  subsistence-use  areas  of  Nuiqsut  residents 


1752-110 

Discussions  with  the  pilot  who  conducts  the  molting-goose  surveys  confirmed  that  the  portion  of  Smith  Bay 
that  is  surveyed  is  not  its  southeastern  coast  adjacent  to  the  planning  area.  The  coastal  area  of  Smith  Bay 
that  is  important  for  geese  is  the  Ikpikpuk  River  Delta  and  on  to  the  northwest,  all  of  which  is  outside  the 
planning  area.  There  should  be  no  buffer  stipulation  along  the  Smith  Bay  shore  in  Figure  6  in  Appendix  E, 
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also,  there  should  not  be  any  blue  shading  anywhere  in  Smith  Bay  in  Figures  3  or  6,  because  thai  shading  is  This  Side  Blank 

meant  to  denote  surveyed  lalces  within  the  planning  area.  These  changes  to  the  figures  have  been  made. 
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City  and  Borough  of  Sitka 

frcMdimq  for  Today... Preparing  for  Tomorrow 
100  LINCOLN  STREET  ■  SITKA.  ALASKA  99835 

(907)747-1812  *  Fax:  (907)  747-7403 


March  9,  1998 

NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  West  7'^  Avenue  #13 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 

Dear  NPR-A  Planning  Team  Members: 

The  City  and  Borough  of  Sitka  strongly  supports  the  position  that  all  National  Petroleum  Reserve 
in  Alaska  (NPRA)  acreage  should  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  development  and  for  the 
protection  of  the  Reserve's  other  resources.  It  is  important  that  the  development  of  the  petroleum 
resources  be  allowed  lo  occur  as  Congress  intended  in  the  management  of  this  land. 

We  support  leasing  of  all  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  (Alternative  E)  as  it  most 
consistently  reflects  the  original  intent  of  Congress  for  development.  Sufficient  access  to  all 
reserve  lands  will  be  the  major  factor  in  providing  jobs  for  Alaskans  and  revenue  lo  tlie  state. 
Site-specific  operating  guidelines  and  control  measures  will  most  adequately  protect  the  reserve's 
fish,  wildlife  and  other  natural  resources. 

Alaska  land,  including  its  use,  is  important  to  all  Alaskans.  Please  consider  these  comments  as 
you  make  your  decision  on  the  management  of  a  portion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  land. 


OJry/T.  Pa^on 
Administrator 
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AMERICAN  COPPER  &  NICKEL  COMPANY  INC. 

4400  Business  Park  Boulevard,  Suite  48 
Anchorage,  AK  99503-71 1 8 

March  11,  1998 

NPRA  D-IAP/EIS 

Attn:  Jim  Duclter 

BLM 

222  W.  7*,  #13 

Anchorage,  AK  99513 

Dear  Sirs: 

Thanl«  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  lAP/EIS  for  the  Northeast  NPR- 
A,  I  wholeheartedly  support  the  NPR-A  leasing  of  oil  and  gas.  Domestic  oil  reserves 
are  in  short  supply,  and  imports  are  at  record  levels. 


The  format  of  the  lAP/ElS  seems  odd,  with  no  prefen-ed  alternative  stated.  In  line  with 
the  request  for  the  public  to  help  fonnulate  the  proposed  alternative,  here  are  my 
comments. 

1)  All  of  the  NPR-A  should  me  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  not  just  the 
proposed  Northeast  fraction. 

2)  All  of  the  NPR-A  should  be  opened  to  mineral  entry  (ie.  Federal  mining  claims). 

3)  The  NPR-A  should  include  no  further  areas  designated  as  special  areas,  national 
parks,  preserves,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  refuges,  paleontological  preserves,  etc.  To 
include  further  designations  would  be  illegal  under  ANILCA. 

4)  Mitigating  measures  for  NPR-A,  beyond  those  in  existing  oil  and  gas  leasing 
regulations,  are  unnecessary,  and  should  not  be  adopted. 

5)  Please  let  this  study  be  the  final  one  for  the  area.  The  bureaucratic  modus 
operandi  of  perpetual  studies  is  wasteful  in  all  regards. 

Thanks  again  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

SncWejy  ' 
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These  comments  were  considered  in  formulating  the  Preferred  Alternative.  For 
discussions  of  why  the  lAP/EIS  has  not  considered  making  all  of  NPR-A  available  for 
oil  and  gas  leasing,  opening  the  area  to  mineral  entry,  or  establishing  parks,  preserves,  or 
refuges,  see  Sec.  II. G.  The  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  determine  any  of  the  rivers  in 
the  planning  area  suitable  for  addition  to  the  WSR  System.  We  believe  that  it  is  our 
responsibility  under  the  NPRPA  to  offer  protections  for  surface  resources.  Finally, 
NEPA  requires  studies  such  as  this. 
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Janeen  Heir 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 

Bureau  ofLand  Management,  Alaska  State  Office 

222  West  7"'  Avenue 

Anchorage,  Alaska  995 13-7599 


Dear  Planning  Team  Members  and  Mr.  Gene  Terland; 

This  is  in  response  to  your  call  for  comments  on  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan 
and  Environmental  [mpacl  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  northeast  section  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Resen.'e-A]aska  (NPR-A)  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
(INTERIOR)  Bureau  ofLand  Management  (BLM).  This  plan  was  released  for  public 
review  December  10,  1997.  1  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  ray  concerns 
and  recommendations  regarding  management  of  litis  reason. 

Personally,  1  do  not  see  how  new  oil  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  will  benefit  my  family, 
my  community,  or  my  nation  at  this  time,  hirst  of  all,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  any  of  the 
oil  extracted  fl-om  the  Reserve  would  remain  in  America  to  be  utilized  by  Americans.  How 
is  opening  up  the  Reserve  at  this  time  without  this  assurance  going  to  benefit  our  nation? 

Secondly,  there  is  simply  no  justification  for  a  huge  expansion  of  oil  development 
mto  one  of  our  last  strategic  petroleum  reserves,  especially  when  that  reserve  provides 
critical  habitat  to  enormous  amounts  of  wildlife.  There  is  more  than  enough  oil  to  meet 
our  nation's  energy  needs  for  many  years  to  come  outside  of  the  NPR-A.  Estimates  place 
the  worid's  known  reserves  at  more  than  a  trillion  barrels  of  oil.  The  forecasts  for  oil 
extraction  Irom  Pnidhoe  Bay  and  the  neighboring  oil  fields  continue  to  rise.  Since  1985, 
forecasts  for  the  period  between  now  and  the  year  2010  have  more  than  quadrupled.  Even 
the  oil  companies  themselves  now  admit  that  new  technologies  and  discoveries  at  other 
North  Slope  fields  will  keep  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  flowing  until  at  least  2040.This  of 
course,  is  all  speculation  The  possibilities  that  more  oil  will  be  found  and  developed  in  the 
next  decade  beyond  whal  the  oil  companies  speculate  is  what  1  expect.  Oilicial  oil 
company  projections  have  consistently  underestimated  firture  production  at  Prudhoe  Bay 
and  other  existing  fields.  Given  the  absence  of  a  compelling  national  energy  need  to  justify 
this  EIS  process,  I  can  only  speculate  that  there  are  political  motivations  at  work  here.  If 
this  is  the  case,  1  suggest  you  change  course.  The  American  people  want  the  resources 
they  own  managed  for  their  own  benefit,  not  for  the  benefit  of  multinational  corporations 
or  politicians,  
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Another  concern  to  me  is  the  lack  of  accountability  to  the  clean  up  and  management  of 
the  1 00  plus  existing  wells  already  in  the  NPR-A.  It  is  true  that  many  are  used  periodically 
for  seismic  testing  and  perhaps  oilier  scientific  studies,  however,  there  is  no  plan 
mentioned  in  the  Draft  (DEIS)  concerning  the  dean  up  of  the  sites  that  have  been 
abandoned.  Before  any  new  sites  are  explored  the  BLM  must  be  accountable  to  clean  up 
and  stabilize  the  sites  that  already  exist  My  suggestion  would  be  to  begin  with  the  reserve 
pit  and  drill  pad  eroding  into  Teshekpuk  Lake. 
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Please  consider  the  Paleantological  values  that  the  reserve  holds  for  future  findings. 
Most  of  Alaska's  significant  fossil  finds  have  been  discovered  within  the  oil  fields  of  the 
Arctic.  Who  is  to  assume  that  the  Reserve  is  not  rich  in  archeological  as  well  as 
paleontological  value?  We  must  as  a  slate,  and  a  nation,  must  develop  a  comprehensive 
slrategy  to  explore  and  preserve  these  priceless  possibilities.  No  new  leasing  should  be 
awarded  until  this  policy  is  put  into  place.  

Last,  and  most  importantly  to  me,  is  the  indisputable  amounts  of  wildlife  found  in  the 
the  five  alternatives  offers  any  permanent  protection  for  the  wildlife  sensitive  areas 
previously  set  aside  as  "Special  Areas".  No  plan  should  be  recommended  until  permanent 
protection  is  granted  for  the  Teskekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas.  The  oil 
and  gas  leasing  activity  asked  for  by  the  oil  companies  will  include  miles  of  infrastructure. 
1  realize  that  with  advances  in  technology  there  could  be  diminished  impacts  on  the  land 
and  wildlife  resources.  I  do  not  believe  that  anyone  knows  for  certain  the  amount  of 
disruption  and  permanent  damage  that  could  be  possible  to  the  countless  migratory' 
molting  waterfowl,  the  25,000  animal  caribou  herd  calving  ground,  and  the  raptors  along 
the  Colville  River  corridor.  Wildlife  issues  are  always  intertwined  with  subsistence  rights 
issues  and  this  Reserve  is  no  exception  Encroachment  of  industrial  activity  to  wildlife  will 
invariably  cause  problems  for  the  wildlife,  problems  that  already  affect  migratory  species 
due  to  diminished  worldv\ide  habitat  available  to  them  Without  a  doubt  if  hardships  are 
placed  on  the  wildlife,  then  too  so  it  will  be  for  the  people  subsisting  on  them  for  the  area. 

What  about  Intrinsic  Value?  At  this  time  in  the  history  of  the  United  Stales  of  America 
we  have  only  4%  of  our  entire  land  mass  designated  as  "Wilderness",  and  the  disturbing 
fact  to  add.  is  that  HALF  of  that  percentage,  a  mere  2%,  is  here  in  Alaska!  How  can  we 
afford  to  sell  out  to  the  oil  industry  two  of  the  nonrenewable  resources  available  to  the 
citizens  of  world...  namely  oil  and  wilderness. 

Finaily,  May  1  suggest  some  alternatives  to  consider  before  making  your  final  decisions 
that  will  be  irreparable: 

1.  That  the  Colville  River  and  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Areas  be  permanently 
protected  and  that  no  industrial  activity  ever  be  permitted  in  these  areas. 

2.  That  the  oil  companies  pledge  not  to  export  any  oil  fi^om  the  NPR-A  to  foreign 
countries, 

3.  That  there  is  a  comprehensive  national  energy  policy  that  reduces  our  dependence  on 
fossil  fijels  for  the  future 

4.  That  no  leasing  is  allowed  until  such  a  time  when  our  nation  has  a  compelling  energy 
need. 

In  conclusion,  I  urge  you  to  adopt  the  "  no  leasing  "  alternative  from  your  Drafl  EIS  at 
this  time.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  and  1  hope  you  find  this  letter  helpfiji. 


Sincerely, 
U 


..  v\ 
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1799-001 

Please  see  Response  1669-025.  Also  note  that  prior  to  initiating  cleanup  at  any  site,  BLM  will  pursue  the 
potential  responsible  parties  and  require  them  to  conduct  whatever  actions  may  be  appropriate. 

The  USGS  (and  possibly  the  U.S.  Navy)  is  responsible  for  all  operations  associated  with  the  East  Teshekpuk 

Lake  well  site  including  the  reserve  pit.  The  USGS  is  responsible  for  the  site  until  the  East  Teshekpuk  Lake 

well  site  is  officially  "closed"  by  the  ADEC  and  the  BLM  accepts  it  back.  The  BLM  is  committed  to 

working  with  the  USGS  to  develop  a  plan  and  conduct  a  monitoring  study  to  secure  an  approved  closure  of 

the  site.  ™s  Side  Blank 

1799-002 

This  is  discussed  in  Section  III.A.l.e  and  III.C.2  of  this  document. 
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Alaska  Resource  Advisory  Council 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Bruce  Babbitc 

Secretary  of  the  Interior 

1849  C  Street.  N.W. 

Washington.  D.C.    20240  March  9,  1998 

RE:  A!asl(a  Resource  Advisory  Council  Resolution  on  NPR-A  Planning  Area 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary,  This  Side  Blank 

The  Alaska  Resource  Advisory  Council  (RAC)  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  met  recently  to  discuss  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmental  Impaa  Statemem  (lAP/EIS)  for  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum 
Reserve  -  Alaska  (NPR-A).   Because  of  the  tight  timeframe  and  the  complexity  of  the 
matter,  the  Alaska  RAC  chose  to  focus  its  attention  on  matters  relating  to  die  Colville 
River. 

The  Alaska  RAC  is  in  the  proces.s  of  taking  an  in-depth  look  at  the  entire 
Colville  River.   Because  a  portion  of  the  Colville  is  contained  within  the  planning  area, 
we  felt  it  important  that  we  take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  die  lAP/EIS.   At  our  ' 
March  4th  meeting,  the  Alaska  RAC  unanimously  approved  the  following  resolution; 

RESOLUTION 

•  The  Alaska  Resource  Advisory  Council  opposes  Wild  and/or  Scenic  designation  for 
that  portion  of  the  Colville  River  downsu-eam  of  the  point  thai  ULM  fails  to  own 
both  banks  of  the  river. 

•  The  RAC  recommends  that  the  Bureau  of  Und  Managment  (BLM)  work  with  the 
State  of  Alaska,  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation,  North  Slope  Borough  and 
residents,  and  other  affected  interests,  to  develop  a  Comprehensive  Colville  River 
Management  Plan  (to  consider  the  entire  watershed)  to  guide  future  land  uses. 

•  The  RAC  recommends  thai  BLM  adopt  a  preferred  alternative  in  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Northeast  NPR-A  which  ensures 
"maximum  protection"  for  llie  scenic,  subsistence,  recreational,  fish  and  wildlife, 
and  historic  values  in  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  (prior  to  adoption  of  the  river 
management  plan). 

We  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  resolution. 


Respectfully, 


7^.  i  iM^Jy 


Brad  MeikJejohn 
RAC  Chairman 
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March  10,  199K 

Mr.  GeneTcrland,  NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  Stale  Office 
222W.  7th  Avenue,  #13 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99513-7599 


Dear  Mr.  Tcrlarid: 

I  am  writing  in  regard.-;  to  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserve  (NTR-A).  First,  because  the  Reserve  was  established  to  provide  oil  only  at  a  lime  of 
pressing  national  need,  1  must  say  that  I  am  outraged  that  its  development  is  even  being 
con.'iidered  during  a  time  when  we  arc  exporting  oil  to  Asia.  Clearly,  our  nation  does  not  have  a 
pressing  need  for  additional  oil  at  this  time. 

Second,  1  am  disheartened  that  xhis  exceptional  wilderness  area  is  now  being  targeted  by 
industry.  My  concerns  are  based  on  personal  observations  made  during  a  three-week  trip  along 
the  Colvillc  River,  nine  years  of  attention  to  ornithological  research  results  from  the  area,  and 
graduate  studies  and  professional  work  in  raptor  biology  and  ornithology. 

In  19X9, 1  worked  as  a  volunteer  for  the  US  Fish  &  WildUfc  Service  during  a  raptor  censusing 
and  productivity  study  on  the  Colville  River.  After  spending  several  years  observing  raptors  in 
the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area  in  Idaiio,  it  quickly  became  clear  ±al  the  Colville  rivaled  the 
Snake  in  terms  of  sheer  numbere  and  diversity  of  nesting  raptors  and  other  birds.  More 
importantly,  the  Colville  supports  a  tremendous  population  of  the  once-endangered  peregrine 
falcon.  No  doubt  the  Colvillc's  relatively  undisturbed  status  has  played  a  key  role  in  the 
peregrine's  recovery. 

In  197S  the  people  of  Idaho  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  recognized  tlie  importance  of 
preserving  the  Snake  River  Birds  of  Prey  Area  (SRBOPA)  for  raptors,  and  I  hope  Alaska  will  do 
the  same  with  the  Colville  River  corridor.  The  Department  of  Inteiior  has  already  designated  the 
Colville  as  a  "special  area",  so  let's  treat  it  as  special.  Due  to  its  natural  state,  beauty,  and 
remarkable  wildlife  populations,  the  Colville  River  corridor  is  an  outstanding  resource  for 
ccotourists,  bird  watchers,  and  boaters  Development  along  the  corridor  will  alter  the  esthetics  of 
the  river,  the  density  of  wildlife,  and  the  overall  ecological  value  of  the  area  to  the  "non- 
corporate" community. 

I  am  in  favor  of  Alternative  A  (no  leasmg)  for  the  NPR-A;  however,  should  development 
proceed,  1  urge  you  to  con.sidcr  the  following  suggestions  regarding  the  EIS: 

•     No  oil  leasing  should  be  allowed  within  the  Colville  Raptor,  Passerine  and  Moose  Land  U.sc 
Emphasis  Areas,  as  proposed  in  Alternative  B.  This  is  very  imponant  to  prevent  disturbance 
to  wildlife,  as  well  as  to  protect  the  extraordirtary  scenic,  esthetic  and  ecological  values 
within  this  corridor. 


The  Colville  Raptor,  Pa.sserinc  and  Moose  LUEA  should  be  expanded  to  three  miles  wide, 
and  the  no-leasing  prohibition  should  apply  to  the  entire  expanded  area.  This  i.s  warranted 
given  the  importance  of  river  corridors  to  recreational  asors,  the  ecosystem  and  wildlife.  As 
BLM  learned  with  the  SRBOPA,  it  is  insufficient  to  protect  only  tlie  "bedroom"  of  nesting 
raptors;  it  is  crucial  to  protect  their  "dining  room"  as  well.  Sadly,  the  HIS  does  not 
adequately  address  how  oi!  development  activities  will  potentially  impact  wildlil-e,  including 
raptors.  In  fact,  there  is  ab,solutely  no  literature  review  relevant  to  the  proposed  activities  and 
UlUe,  if  any,  science  appears  to  have  been  incorporated  into  tlie  design  of  the  LUEA's  and 
buffer  zones. 
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Boundaries  of  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  should  be  permanently  modified  to  include  the 
Kogosukmk  and  Kikiakrorak  rivers. 

A  long-term  management  prescription  for  the  entire  Colville  River  Special  Area  (which  is 
much  longer  and  wider  than  the  Colville  LUF.A)  should  be  developed  before  any  leasing  is 
allowed  within  the  Special  Area. 
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Designation  of  the  Colville  River  as  a  Bud  Conservation  Area  under  Partners  in  fTight  is  a 
noble  idea,  but  other  mandated  protections  iu-e  required  given  the  uncertainty  of  designation 
and  limitations  of  protections  under  this  program.  Designation  as  wild,  scenic  or  recreation 
river  is  a  nice  but  unrealistic  idea,  given  Alaska's  congressional  delegation  and  the  private 
ownership  of  the  right  banlc  of  the  river  by  a  Native  Corporation. 


•     All  three  Special  Areas  GJtokok  Uplands,  Colville  River  and  Teshepuk  Lake)  warrant 
consideration  as  National  Wildlife  Refuges  and  adequate  consideration  of  such  designation 
should  take  place  before  any  oil  leasing  is  permitted  in  the  Special  Areas. 

Thank  you  for  considering  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 
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'kn'^i  l/i-i'VUi' 


Naficy  DcWitt 
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This  comment  was  factored  into  decisions  regarding  the  Colville  River  and  its  tributaries  in  the  Colville 

River  Raptor,  Passerine  and  Moose  Habitat  LUEA.  The  Preferred  Alternative  allows  leasing  in  the  area,  but 

prohibits  nearly  all  surface  occupancy  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  within  1  mi  of  the  bluffs  or 

banks  of  this  area.  It  also  includes  a  special  consultative  provision  for  an  area  2  mi  around  these  bluffs,  a 

provision  to  recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  expand  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  to 

encompass  areas  approximately  4  mi  wide  along  tributaries  significant  for  raptor  habitat,  and  a  provision  to 

develop  a  Colville  River  Management  Plan  to  address  multiple  surface  resource  concerns,  including 

protection  of  raptor  habitat.  Finally,  the  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  working  with  other  landowners  ^"'^  ^'"'^  Blank 

to  create  a  Bird  Conservation  Area. 

We  believe  the  prohibition  of  nearly  all  oil  and  gas  development  (the  exceptions  are  pipeline  crossings  of  the 
Colville  and  pipeline  and  road  crossings  of  its  tributaries)  within  a  mi  of  the  bluffs  where  the  raptors  nest 
provide  adequate  protection  for  these  birds.  The  1-mi  setback  was  the  standard  protection  provided  by  the 
FWS  as  a  result  of  consultation  mandated  by  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  when  the  arctic 
peregrine  falcon  was  on  the  threatened  and  endangered  species  list,  and  twice  the  distance  urged  by  that 
agency  since  that  species  was  delisted,  hi  addition,  studies  cited  in  the  revised  impact  analysis  statement  in 
this  final  lAP/EIS  indicate  the  setback  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  sufficient  to  protect  nesting  sites  (see 
Sec.  IV.C.8.b.(I)(b)). 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  successful  raptor  reproduction  requires  both  adequate  nesting  and  foraging 
habitats.  However,  given  the  scenarios  for  future  actions  in  the  NPR-A,  including  petroleum  development,  it 
is  not  likely  that  habitat  will  be  altered  enough  in  any  single  foraging  range  to  jeopardize  successful  raptor 
reproduction.  Note  that  a  study  of  a  single  peregrine  pair  nesting  on  the  Sagavanirktok  River  on  Alaska's 
North  Slope  determined  that  the  hunting  range  was  >  1 20  mi^  and  the  greatest  straight  line  distance  from  the 
eyrie  to  where  a  sloop  on  prey  was  made  was  >9  mi.  (White,  and  Nelson,  1991). 

1850-002 

The  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  adding  portions  of  the  Kikiakrorak  River,  the  Kogosukruk  River,  and 
tributaries  of  the  Kogosukruk  important  for  raptor  habitat  to  the  Colville  River  Special  Area. 

1850-003 

The  Preferred  Alternative  calls  for  a  Colville  River  Management  Plan  for  the  Special  Area, 

1850-004 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -058. 
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The  Wilderness  Society  *  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

National  Wildlife  Federation  *  World  Wildlife  Fund 

Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment  ♦  Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center 

U.S.  Public  Interest  Research  Group  ♦  Defenders  of  Wildlife  *  Sierra  Club 

Alaska  Wilderness  League  *  Alaska  Conservation  Alliance 

Alaska  Forum  for  Environmental  Responsibility  *  Greenpeace 

Grassroots  Environmental  Effectiveness  Network  (GREEN) 

EarthJustice  Environmental  Defense  Fund  ♦  Trustees  for  Alaska 


March  12,  1998 


NPR-A  PJanning  Team 

Bureau  ofLand  Management,  Alaska  Stale  Office 

222  West  7lh  Avenue 

AiKhorage,  AK  995 13-7599 


RE-. 


Noiilieast  Malional  Petro\eum  Resen'e- Alaska 

Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/  Environmental  Impact  StatemenI 


Dear  Planning  Team  Members; 

Tliis  is  in  response  to  your  call  for  comments  on  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  northeast  section  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve- Al^ka  (NPRA)  prepared  by  \he  U.S.  Department  of  tlic  interior 
(Interior)  Bureau  ofLand  Management  (BLM),  and  released  for  public  review  December 
10,  1997.    We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  provide  yon  with  our  concerns  ajid 
recomnie  tidal  ions  regarding  management  of  this  region. 

Our  organizations  seek  effective  proteclioa  for  the  nationally  and  iutcmalionally 
recognized  wildlife  habitats,  wild  rivers,  and  wilderness  found  in  the  NPR-A  planning 
area.  Upon  review  of  the  above-referenced  DEIS  and  consideration  of  the  actions  ofstalc 
and  federal  agencies  regarding  oil  development  in  the  NPR-A  (hat  have  occurred  in  recent 
months,  we  have  found  significant  faUings  in  the  plani^ing  process  for  the  northeastern 
NPR-A  currently  underway,  and  are  concerned  that  these  failings  place  the  extraordinar>' 
surface  resources  of  the  Reserve  at  risk.  Among  our  concenis  are: 


Interior  has  failed  to  demonstrate  that  leasing  for  oil  and  gas  development  in  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  al  this  time  is  necessary  and  consistent  with  the  purposes  for 
which  the  Reserve  was  established,  i.e.,  thai  leasing  now  is  "consistent  with  the  total 
energy  needs  of  the  nation. "(Conference  Committee  Repoil  No.  94-708  [Senate], 
3/23/74,)  Without  a  national  energy  policy,  there  is  no  framework  williin  which  to 
evaUialc  the  total  energy  needs  of  the  nation.  This,  coup\ed  with  the  current  condition 
of  the  West  Coast  oil  market  and  the  present  expectations  for  export  of  North  Slope 
crude  oil  to  foreign  markets,  leads  us  to  conclude  that  it  is  not  appropriate  to  allow  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  the  NPR-A  at  this  time; 
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The  DEIS  has  many  significant  deficiencies,  including  the  lack  of  a  thorough  and 
complete  evaluation  of  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts,  as  well  as  the  nearly 
complete  absence  of  any  consideration  of  likely  and  predictable  impacts  outside  the 
region.  While  BLM  has  acknowledged  the  proposed  actions  for  the  riortheastem 
NPR-A  are  of  a  level  of  significance  to  warrant  a  full  NEPA  review,  the  agency  has 
failed  to  address  the  NEPA  requirements  for  such  an  analysis  in  tliis  docunient.  The 
inadequacies  ofthe  DEIS  are  so  great  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  make  a  reasoned 
judgment  about  the  efficacy  of  opening  the  northeastern  NPR-A  to  oil  and  gas 
development  at  this  lime; 

None  of  Ihc  management  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS  provide  adequate  and 
appropriate  protection  for  the  unique  fish,  wildlife,  plant  and  wilderness  resources  of 
the  northeastern  NPR-A.  Tlirough  the  means  of  an  artificial  and  improper  constraint, 
apparently  internally  generated  within  Interior,  no  consideration  was  given  to 
permanent  protection  for  these  resources  (other  than  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  for  a  portion  ofthe  Colville  River  Special  Area)  and  none  ofthe 
alternatives  prohibit  placement  of  oil  and  gas  development  related  support  facilities 
and  transportation  infrastructure  anywhere  in  the  northeastern  NTR-A.  The  Secrctaiy 
not  only  has  the  authority  to  present  recommendations  to  Congress  for  wilderness  and 
refuge  designations  within  the  NTRA,  but  under  the  authorities  ofthe  National 
Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act,  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation 
Act,  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  and  The  Wildeniess  Act,  the 
Secretary  can  take  administrative  action  to  permanently  protect  these  areas; 

The  stipulations  for  mitigating  impacts  ft^om  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  NPR-A 
are  harmfully  insufficient  to  protect  surface  resources.  The  promulgation  ofthe 
stipulations  was  based  on  the  premise  that  the  stipulations  must  not  "adversely  affect 
the  viability  of  potentially  commercial  [oil]  discoveries",  thereby  creating  a  blanket 
provision  for  modification  and  waiver  that  renders  the  stipulations  virtually 
meaningless;  and 

If  Interior  intends  to  consider  trading  lands  witliin  the  NTR-A,  either  now  or  in  the 
future,  it  should  address  this  issue  before  this  planning  process  goes  forward.  We  do 
not  believe  a  land  trade  within  the  NPR-A  is  in  the  nation's  best  interests  or  in 
keeping  with  the  puiposes  for  which  the  Reserve  was  established.  Nonetheless,  a 
discussion  of  land  trades  has  begun.  Interior  must  address  this  issue  before  the 
planning  process  can  proceed. 


Upon  careful  consideration  ofthe  issues  we've  outlined  above,  we  have 
concluded  it  is  not  appropriate  to  open  the  northeastern  NPR-A  to  oil  development  at  this 
lime.   At  the  very  least,  before  development  could  proceed,  a  supplemental  EIS  outlining 
BLM's  preferred  Alternative  for  management  ofthe  northeastern  NPR-A  needs  to  be 
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completed,  and  an  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  the  selected  management 
alternative  must  be  provided. 

At  such  time  when  the  need  for  the  oil  reser\'es  of  tlae  NPR-A  is  adeqiiately 
defined  and  justified,  and  development  in  the  Reserve  is  deemed  appropriate,  we  believe 
a  management  alternative  should  be  selected  that  provides  adequate  protection  to  surface 
resources  of  the  NPR-A.  At  a  minimum,  such  a  "conservation  alternative"  should  ensure 
Uiat  development  in  no  way  impacts  the  designated  Special  Areas  within  the  Reserve  by 
prohibiting  leasing,  or  the  placement  of  roads,  pipelines  and  other  support  infi-astruclure 
within  the  boundaries  of  these  areas.  In  addition,  Interior  should  provide  to  Congress 
recommendations  for  wilderness  or  refuge  status  for  these  areas,  and  in  the  interim, 
manage  them  as  wild  areas, 

I.  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  HAS  FAILED  TO 

DEMONSTRATE  THAT  LEASING  AT  THIS  TIME  FOR  OIL  AND  GAS 
DEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  NPR-A  IS  PROPERLY  CONSISTENT  WITH 
THE  PURPOSES  FOR  WHICH  THE  RESERVE  WAS  ESTABLISHED. 


There  is  no  apparent  need  to  develop  the  energy  resources  of  the  NPR-A  at  this 
time.  Pursuant  to  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reser\'es  Production  Act  of  1 975  (NTRPA),  the 
oilreservesofthcNPR-Aare  to  be  managed  in  ". ,.a  manner  consistent  witli  the  total 
energy  needs  of  the  Nation..."  (P.L.  94-258).  The  DEIS  fails  to  document  how  a 
decision  to  proceed  with  an  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  in  the  NPR-A  at  this  time  is 
consi.stent  with  this  purpose. 

National  energy  need  is  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  Without  a  national  energy 
policy,  there  is  no  context  within  which  to  evaluate  how  developing  the  NPR-A  at  this 
time,  rather  than  in  the  future,  relates  to  meeting  the  nation's  "total  energy  needs."  No 
threshold  criteria  for  that  important  and  pertinent  decision  are  offered.  Certainly,  the 
current  oil  market  condition  and  price  of  oil  does  not  support  developing  NPR-A  oil  or 
gas  resources  at  this  time.  Not  only  is  the  price  of  Alaska  North  Slope  (ANS)  crude  at  a 
multi-year  low,  but  it  has  failed  to  ever  reach  the  levels  upon  which  previous  studies  have 
projected  potential  reserves. 


Kurthermore,  long-term  price  projections  by  Cambridge  Energy  Research 
Associates  provided  to  the  State  of  Alaska  in  Kebniar)'  1998  indicate  a  long-term  trend  in 
low  oil  prices.  For  example,  by  2001,  CERA  projects  prices  of  Alaska  oil  at  $19  to 
$19.50  per  barrel,  not  adjusted  for  inflation,  and  says  that  prices  could  continue 
dowmvard  into  the  longer  term.  (T.  Bradner,  February  16,  1998.  "Oil  markets:  Expect 
low  prices  to  continue,  experts  say,"  Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Reporter/Alaska  Journal  of 
Business  and  Commerce,  p.  4,  10.)  However,  the  DEIS  evaluates  what  it  calls  the  current 
oil  price  (SI  8.00  per  barrel)  and  the  extremely  unlikely  price  of  $30  per  barrel,  with  no 
documentation  that  the  $1^0  price  is  at  all  likely.  This  use  of  an  overly  optimistic  price 
assumption  greatly  overestimates  the  potential  oil  contribution  for  national  energy  needs. 
In  fact,  al  the  current  oil  price  of  Alaska  cnide  oil  at  $12.25  per  barrel  (Oil  &  Gas  Journal 
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Online.  Industry  Statistics,  February  25,  1998),  BLM's  current  projections  find  that  NO 
economically  recoverable  oil  would  be  found  (see  DEIS  p.  [II-A-28,  "Note  that  at  prices 
below  $15/bbl,  no  economic  resources  are  present,  even  at  higli-risks.")  

Another  characteristic  of  the  market  to  which  NPR-A  oil  would  Ilow  is  that  it  has 
a  viable  export  component.  Since  1996.  when  the  requirement  that  all  ANS  crude  must 
be  marketed  in  the  United  States  was  removed,  exports  to  Pacific  Rim  nations  have  risen 
to  a  current  range  of  26,000  to  135,000  barrels  per  day  (bpd.)  Alaska's  Department  of 
Revenue  has  predicted  that  the  rate  of  export  will  remain  steady  at  an  average  of  70,000- 
80,000  bpd  for  the  next  three  years,  (Alaska  Department  of  Revenue  "Fall  1997  Revenue 
Sources  Book:  Forecasts  and  Historical  Data.")  The  Asian  market  represents  an  outlet  for 
sale  of  ANS  crude  when  the  supply  to  U.S.  West  Coast  markets  exceeds  demand.  This 
outlet  is  important  as  it  keeps  price  stable  by  providing  a  market  source  for  excess  ANS 
crude  that  might  otherwise  depress  the  West  Coast  price. 

The  importance  of  the  Asian  market  was  noted  by  British  Petroleum 's  CEO  John 
Browne,  who  stated  in  a  recent  speech  before  the  Alaska  Industry  Support  Alliance  that 
lifting  the  ANS  export  ban  was  "one  victory  for  Alaskans  and  for  BP  tliat  has 
fundamentally  changed  the  way  the  world  views  the  competitiveness  of  Alaska 
investments."  In  recent  years,  new  ANS  production  forecasts  have  consistently 
increased.  At  any  time  that  ANS  production  exceeds  West  Coast  demand,  it  is  reasonable 
lo  conclude  that  aportion  of  production  from  NPR-A  (and  perhaps  all  of  it)  will  be 
shipped  to  Asian  markets.  Export  of  NPR-A  oil  production  does  not  serve  the  nation's 
energy  needs.  Lacking  a  requirement  that  all  NPR-A  oil  and  gas  reserves  must  be 
maiketed  in  the  United  States,  a  decision  to  allow  oil  and  gas  development  in  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  at  this  time  is  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  (he  Reser\'e 
was  established. 


Further,  the  DEIS  states  that  analysis  of  oil  and  gas  resources  in  the  northeastern 
NPR-A  is  not  yet  complete.  According  to  the  discussion  found  at  p.  1-8:  "Concurrent 
with  the  NEPA  analysis,  BLM,  in  cooperation  with  MMS,  is  analyzing  geologic  data, 
including  massive  amounts  of  seismic  data...."  If  such  additional  work  is  needed  at  this 
time  to  analyze  geological  data  for  identifying  oil  and  gas  lease  tracts,  why  has  a  DEIS 
that  is  strongly  oriented  toward  early  and  extensive  Iciising  activities  been  released  now? 
In  our  opinion,  the  public  is  being  asked  by  BLM  to  "buy  a  pig  in  a  poke",  i.e.,  to 
contribute  to  a  decision-making  process  regarding  the  disposition  of  public  resources 
without  having  adequate  information  that  allows  them  to  judge  what  they're  giving  up,  or 
what  they're  getting  for  whatever  is  given  up. 


11.         THE  DEIS  IS  DEFICIENT. 

A.         Incomplete  and  insufDcient  description  of  tiie  aHected  environment. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  provide  a  full  and  adequate  description  of  the  resources  and 
ecological  conditions  found  in  this  nationally  and  internationally  recognized  area. 
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Resources  and  populations  levels  are  presented  from  recent  literature,  with  many  gaps 
and  with  population  projections  based  on  questionable  statistical  extrapolation  ratlier  thiui 
field  data  and  known  sampling  protocols. 

The  ful  1  range  of  species  and  their  respective  population  magnitudes  and  ranges  as 
well  as  their  role  in  the  interactions  within  the  ecosystem  are  severely  deficient  in  the 
description  of  the  environment  resulting  in  severe  underestimates  of  the  likely  impacts 
from  specific  intrusions,  activities,  accidents,  and  other  expected  events.  The  sensitivity 
of  the  active  zone,  the  TOant\e  within  which  the  majority  of  life  in  the  Arctic  exists,  is 
described  in  generaUties  only.  The  seasonal  interactions  between  elements  of  the  living 
mantle  and  the  basic  physical  components  of  the  ecosystem  and  the  relationship  to  tlie 
annual  and  long  term  success  of  the  species  is  essentially  absent.    Reference  to  specific 
studies  of  the  effects  of  disruption  and  damage  to  this  active  zone  are  inadequate  as  well, 
as  are  the  references  to  failed  attempts  by  the  industry  to  recover  sites  damaged  by  their 
activities. 


As  an  example  of  this  inadequacy,  the  DEIS  provides  no  maps  showing  fish 
resources  for  the  enttte  planning  area.  Maps  showing  the  known  locations  offish 
spawning,  rearing  and  over-wintering  habitats  by  anadromous,  freshwater,  and  marine 
species  should  be  provided.  These  maps  should  indicate  which  lakes,  rivers,  streams,  and 
lagoons  and  neanihore  Beaufort  Sea  habitats  have  been  sur\'eyed  for  fish  and  which  have 
not,  and  show  the  dates  when  studied.  This  mapped  information  would  provide  the  data 
necessary  to  determine  whether  baseline  fisheries  information  is  adequate  for  assessing 
potential  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  the  area.  The  baseline 
data  on  fish  resources  is  essential  for  determining  tlie  potential  effects  on  fish  habitat 
from  water  withdrawal  (including  potential  lack  of  water  available  for  industrial 
operations),  gravel  mining,  pollution,  and  other  impacts. 

By  insisting  on  a  far  too-abbreviated  time  schedule  for  this  environmental  impact 
statement,  Interior  has  been  forced  to  forego  needed  field  work  which  would  have 
enabled  better  descriptions  of  the  affected  environment,  would  have  provided  some 
ability  to  make  reasoned  population  estimates  and  some  ability  to  fill  gaps  within  under- 
sampled  habitat  areas,  and  some  ability  to  improve  the  discussion  of  the  likely  impacts 
from  the  activuies  in  the  various  alternatives.  The  lack  of  two  or  more  seasons  of  field 
work  designed  specifically  to  accomplish  such  improvements  has  confined  the 
descriptions  and  products  of  those  who  wrote  the  document  to  a  shallow  paper  exercise 
that  fails  to  meet  the  requirements  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

The  failure  to  describe  in  appropriate  and  accurate  detail  the  diversity  and  imique 
nature  of  the  surface  resources  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A  exacerbates  the  frustration  of  a 
reader  of  the  DEIS  in  attempting  to  discern  the  likely  extent  of  damage,  displacement, 
diversion  or  other  undesirable  modification  of  the  surface  resources  in  the  region  by 
application  of  the  altenialives.  The  weaknesses  and  gaps  are  extensive;  the  following 
discussions  are  themselves  limited  and  are  intended  only  to  highlight  the  deficiencies 
rather  than  attempt  to  provide  Interior  with  information  tliai  was  missed,  is  incomplete  or 
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was  improperly  used.  Interior  would  be  well  advised  to  simply  set  this  document  aside 
and  begin  anew  in  a  legitimate  effort  to  meet  the  requirements  of  reason  and  law. 

1 .         Teshckpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 

Our  interest  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  is  especially  focused  on  two  unique  areas, 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Colville  River,  which  were  designated  as  Special  Areas  in  1970 
when  authority  for  management  of  the  NPR-A  was  transferred  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  We  believe  BLM  has  failed  to  describe  and  quantify  adequately  the  resources 
and  values  found  in  these  unique  areas  in  tlie  DEIS,  and  has  failed  to  evaluate  whether 
the  boundaries  previously  established  to  delineate  them  arc  adequate  to  assure  needed 
protection  of  these  resources  and  related  ecological  conditions  from  the  impacts  Ihal  can 
reasonably  be  expected  in  implementing  any  of  the  range  of  alternatives  for  development 
proposed  in  the  DHIS. 
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The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  provides  essential  molting  habitat  for 
significant  populations  of  Pacific  brant,  greater  white-fronted  geese  and  Canada  gccsc. 
(King,  1997)  These  popularions  are  not  only  important  in  the  subsistence  tradifions  of 
Alaska  native  people,  but  they  form  important  components  of  other  subsistence  needs  as 
well  as  sport  hunting  traditions  in  Canada  and  other  states  in  the  U.S.  In  addition,  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  watershed  provides  nesting  habitat  for  many  other  waterfowl  species 
including  northern  pintails,  oldsquaws,  king  eiders.  Pacific  brant,  greater  white-fronted 
geese,  Canada  geese,  tundra  swans,  and  three  species  of  loons — Pacific,  red-throated,  and 
the  rare  yellow-billed.  Spectacled  ciders,  listed  as  a  threatened  species,  have  relatively 
higli  nesting  densilies  in  this  area.  Steller's  eiders,  another  tlirealened  species,  has  been 
recorded  as  a  nesting  species  within  the  area  but  little  is  known  about  the  significance  of 
that  u.se. 

The  significance  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  wetlands  complex  to  Pacific  brant  is 
unique  and  is  its  best  known  wildlife  feature.  Each  year,  nearly  22%  of  the  world's  Pacific 
brant  popularion  molts  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  (Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996,  King 
and  Hodges  1979.)  There  is  no  other  area  with  the  combination  of  low-lying  lakes,  lush 
vegetation  and  freedom  from  disturbance  available  to  this  brant  populafion  along  Alaska's 
northern  coast  (Weller  et.  al.  1994.)  Intensive  studies  of  brant  habitat  use,  energetics  and 
effects  fiom  disturbance  conducted  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  university 
biologists  during  the  late  1980's  have  documented  the  sensitive  nature  of  these  wetlands 
and  their  importance  to  the  entire  Pacific  brant  population  (Bollinger  and  Derksen  1996, 
Jenson  1990,  Miller  1994,  Taylor  1993,  Weller  el.  al.  1994.) 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  also  encompasses  the  major  calving  grounds 
for  the  Teshekpuk  caribou  herd  comprised  of  an  estimated  25,000  animals  and  an 
important  food  resoiuce  for  local  Native  families.  And  the  lake  itself  is  an  important 
natural  resource.  Teshekpuk,  meaning  "the  largest  lake  of  all"  in  Inupiat,  is  the  largest 
freshwater  lake  on  Alaska's  coastal  plain  and  was  found  eligible  as  a  Natural  Landmark 
(Detterman  1 974),  II  provides  important  fish  habitat  to  Arctic  coast  species(Philo  and 
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Moulton  1993).  The  lake  surface  is  only  5  feet  above  sea  level  and  is  in  deUcate  freeze- 
thaw  balance  with  the  surrounding  terrain  (Viereck  and  Zasada  1972,  Dcttennan  1974.) 
Although  the  DEIS  states  that  Teshekpuk  Lake  has  the  highest  fish  species  diversity  in 
the  planning  area,  (DEIS,  p.ni-B-6)  it  docs  not  fully  describe  the  uniqueness  of  this  lake. 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  contains  numerous  otlier  wildhfe,  fish,  plant, 
cultural,  historic,  physiographic  and  other  resources  that  would  be  placed  at  severe  risk 
under  all  of  the  alternatives  described  in  the  DEIS.  The  values  of  these  features  and  their 
synergistic  interactions  if  left  undiminished  by  actions  of  man  and  machines  are  absent  in 
the  document.  The  likely  degrading  impacts  that  can  reasonably  be  expected  &om  each 
of  the  alternatives  are  not  described  adequately  nor  completely.  The  essential  elements 
necessary  for  a  reasoned  decision  are  simply  not  available  in  the  document.  These 
deficiencies  can  be  overcome  by  taking  the  time  to  do  additional  field  studies,  a  belter 
and  more  thorough  literature  review  and  a  better  integration  of  facts  with  expectations. 
We  urge  Interior  to  lake  the  time  to  do  it  right.  


B.         Impact  analysis  is  inadequate. 


2.  The  Colville  River  Special  Area. 

The  resources  and  ecological  values  found  in  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  are 
similarly  understated  in  the  DEIS.  The  Colville  is  the  largest  of  Alaska's  rivers  that  flow 
to  the  Arctic  Ocean,  The  Colville  River  was  designated  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  study 
river  in  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA;  sec.  604.)  It  was 
proposed  as  an  ecological  reserve  (Viereck  and  Zasada  1972,  Underwood  1977, 
Underwood  and  Juday  1979),  and  segments  have  been  recommended  for  natural 
landmaiks  (Detterman  1974.)  The  river  and  its  tributaries  provide  important  habitat  for 
moose,  brown  bears,  wolves,  wolverines,  and  at  least  twenty  species  of  anadromous  and 
freshwater  fish.  It  is  a  vital  source  of  subsistence  resources  for  area  residents,  and  is  a 
spectacularly  scenic  area  with  substantial  recreation  values  and  potential  for  remote, 
wilderness  experiences.  The  Colville  River  is  perhaps  best  known  for  its  remarkable 
concentrations  of  songbirds  and  birds  of  prey,  including  Arctic  peregrine  falcons, 
gyrfalcons  and  rough-legged  hawks.  The  intact  habitat  of  the  Colville  River  played  a  key 
role  in  the  recovery  of  the  Arctic  peregrine  falcon,  which  was  removed  itom  the  list  of 
North  American  endangered  species  in  1996. 

3.  Values  of  other  important  natural  areas  understated. 

In  addition  to  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Colville  River,  the  northeastern  NPR-A 
contains  several  other  areas  that  are  still  being  studied,  each  of  which  may  exhibit  similar 
values  sufficient  to  warrant  such  special  protection.  These  include  the  general  Fish  Creek 
area,  the  Ikpikpuk  River,  the  Kikiakrorak  River  and  the  Kogosukruk  River.  Tlie  DEIS 


fails  to  examine  adequately  the  potential  special  values  of  any  of  these  areas.  Proceeding 
with  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  these  areas  without  a  better 
understanding  of  the  value  of  each  of  these  areas  is  premature  and  would  fail  to  meet  the 
BLM's  obligations  under  NEPA,  ANILCA  and  (he  NPRPA.  __ 


009 


010 


1.  Assumptions  regarding  oil  field  development  in  the  NPR-A  arc 

incomplete  and  unsupported. 

The  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  from  oil  development  activities  in  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  is  based  upon  a  series  of  proposed  development  scenarios  that  are 
incomplete  and  unrealistic  when  evaluated  in  the  context  of  existing  development  in  the 
region.  As  a  result,  the  nature  and  extent  of  potential  impacts  are  significantly 
understated. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  describe  thoroughly  or  in  detail,  the  alternative  potential 
transportation  infrastructure  associated  with  the  various  levels  of  development  to  be 
allowed  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  The  DEIS  description  is  based  upon  an  assumption 
that  no  major  road  networks  will  be  built  (although  such  road  construction  is  not 
prohibited  by  the  stipulations).  The  limited  restrictions  that  arc  included  (stipulations  24 
and  28,  DEIS,  p.  11-30)  can  be  modified  or  waived  without  public  notice,    The 
specification  in  the  DEIS  that  there  would  be  only  a  single,  short  road  comiecting  two 
drill  sites  within  each  oil  field  and  no  roads  between  oil  fields  is  unreahslic  viewed  in  the 
light  of  existing  operating  oil  field  infrastructure.  While  existing  oil  fields  (including 
Kuparuk,  Milne  Point  and  Endicott)  may  have  initially  been  described  and  even 
constructed  as  distinctly  separate  fields,  over  time  the  industry  has  argued  successfully 
for  connecting  roads  to  the  main  Prudhoe  field  and  Trans-Alaska  pipeline  tenninus. 

There  is  no  exisfing  evidence  thai  fields  within  the  NPR-A  would  not  be 
connected  to  each  other  and  to  existing  development  to  the  east.  Past  experience  has 
consistently  shovm  that  these  comiccting  roads  have  been  necessary  for  safety  (including 
pipeline  spill  response),  and  for  economic  considerations  related  to  costs  of  hauling 
gravel  for  construction  and  maintenance  and  transportation  of  workers  and  supplies.  It  is 
unrealistic  to  assume  connecting  roads  will  not  be  built,  and  by  making  this  assumption, 
BLM  has  dramatically  understated  the  effects  of  the  infrastructure  that  would  be 
associated  with  oi!  field  development  in  the  northeast  NPR-A. 

The  impacts  of  a  network  of  coimecling  access  roads,  as  well  as  the  extraction  of 
gravel  needed  to  construct  these  roads  must  be  fully  described  and  discussed.  In  addition, 
there  is  inadequate  discussion  of  potential  development  of  a  road  system  to  facililate 
pipeline  maintenance.  And  if  there  are  to  be  no  roads  constructed  for  surveillance  and 
maintenance,  that  would  mean  oil  spill  surveillance  and  response  or  pipeline  repairs 
would  be  done  using  aircraft,  which  studies  indicate  would  be  extremely  disturbing  to 
molting  geese. 

The  DEIS  does  not  provide  an  adequate  analysis  of  water  needs  for  oil 
development  in  the  nortlieasteni  NPR-A,  including  a  discussion  of  sources  of  water  and 
the  effects  of  draw-down  on  these  sources.  This  is  an  especially  critical  omission,  given 
that  the  assumptions  regarding  oil  field  development  rely  on  this  use  of  ice  roads.   In 


Oil 


8 


V-332 


addition,  the  need  for  water  for  use  in  a  water-flood  process  for  enhanced  recovery  of  oil 
is  virtually  ignored,  including  potential  sources  of  water,  location  of  water  intake  and 
treatment  facilities,  and  pipeline  infrastructure.  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  fully  and  in 
detail  the  impacts  of  allowing  all  of  this  activity  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area, 
or  at  any  location  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  


The  DEIS  fails  to  articulate  in  a  clear  manner  with  necessary  details  how 
proposed  development  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  will  be  linked  to,  in  fact  may  facilitate 
development,  outside  the  area  currently  proposed  for  leasing.  It  is  important  to  analyze, 
particularly  for  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future,  direct  and  cumulative  impacts  from 
roads,  staging  areas,  causeways,  processing  plants,  and  pipelines  that  would  result  from 
developments  to  the  north  and  west.  The  DEIS  states  that  development  proposed  in  the 
range  of  alternatives  presented,  "...largely  is  analyzed  in  its  relation  to  existing  and 
producing  fields;  this  analysts  docs  not  speculate  on  development  fi^om  myriad  potential 
off-  and  onshore  fields.  The  timing,  location,  development,  resource  levels,  and 
infrastructure  requirements  of  yet  undeveloped  (if  not  undiscovered)  fields  are  a  matter  of 
extreme  conjecture."  (DEIS,  p.IV-A-38.)  In  detemiining  potential  impacts  of  proposed 
development  in  the  NPR-A  and  how  that  development  will  facilitate  and/or  comiect  to 
other  development  in  the  region,  it  is  reasonable  to  include  at  least  all  known  oil  fields, 
unitized  areas,  and  areas  with  pending  permits  for  development  and  construction.  The 
DEIS  has  notably  failed  to  do  so. 

The  DEIS  does  not  address  transportation  infrastructure,  specifically  pipelines, 
servicing  fields  outside  the  noitheast  NPR-A  which  may  cross  the  planning  area,  claiming 
that  individual  components  of  such  an  infrastnicture  "would  require  separate  legal 
authorization  and  environmental  analysis,  *'  (DEIS,  p.  11-39-40.)  This  is  not  an  adequate 
reason  for  failing  to  address  these  components,  particularly  when  development  within  the 
planning  area  may  facilitate  development  outside  the  area  (and  subsequent  pipelines  and 
roads  crossing  the  area)  by  providing  some  needed  infrastnicture  for  such  development. 
There  are  existing  private,  state  and  federal  leases  (onshore  and  offshore)  near  the 
planning  area,  and  it  is  more  likely  these  will  be  considered  for  development  if  lands 
within  the  planning  area  are  leased  and  explored. 

As  an  example,  an  onshore  pipeline  landfall  at  Pitt  Point,  with  a  pipeline 
traversing  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  was  included  as  one  of  the  possible 
development  cases  in  the  Final  EIS  for  OCS  Sale  144,  (Beaufort  Sea  Planning  Area  Oil 
and  Gas  Lease  Sale  144  FEIS,  hig.  IV.A.l-l .  MMS,  1996.)  An  onshore  pipeline  from 
offshore  fields  would  likely  connect  with  pipelines  from  oil  fields  in  the  planning  area. 
The  potential  impacts  from  pipelines  crossing  the  northeast  NPR-A  from  fields  outside 
the  planning  area  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIS,  pailicularly  since  most  of  the  offshore 
area  north  of  the  planning  area  is  adjacent  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area.  Existing 
OCS  Sale  144  leases  are  located  offshore  of  Drew  Point  at  the  northwest  comer  of  the 
planning  area.  The  entire  coastline  of  the  plamting  area  is  on  the  schedule  for  a  state 
area-wide  offshore  sale  in  1 999  and  a  federal  OCS  sale  in  2000. 
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The  total  pipeline  network  resulting  from  oil  fields  connected  to  the  main  sales 
pipelines  should  be  portrayed  in  the  hypothetical  development  scenarios  contained  in  the 
DEIS.    This  portrayal  should  include  the  10  oil  fields  described  in  Allcmalive  E.  The 
map  of  Future  Pipeline  Corridors  (DEIS,  Figure  tV-A.b-7)  should  portray  the  connections 
with  existing  Kuparuk  field  pipelines.  It  should  also  show  the  connections  to  the  1-10 
potential  oil  fields  that  may  be  found  in  the  planning  area.  Lack  of  such  graphical 
information  withholds  vital  context  from  the  reader  as  well  as  the  decision-maker, 
preventing  the  exercise  of  personal  Judgment  free  from  slanted  influence  by  the  agency. 
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2.  The  analysis  of  impacts  on  the  DEIS  is  inadequate  and  lacks  a 

scientific  foundation. 

TIic  analysis  employed  in  the  DEIS  is  flawed  in  a  number  of  respects,  including 
the  following: 

•  No  objective  criteria  is  offered  for  determining  the  specific  impact  of  proposed 
activities  on  fish,  birds,  endangered  species,  terrestrial  mammals  or  marine  mammals 
discussed; 

•  No  adequate  site-specific  impact  analysis  is  offered  in  any  of  the  fish  or  wildlife 
categories.  Instead,  the  DEIS  typically  offers  only  generic  statements  of  impact, 
which  incorrectly  assume  that  hnpacls  will  be  idenfical  throughout  the  planning  area; 
and 

•  No  adequate  differential  analysis  of  impact  assessment  is  offered,  despite  the  fact  that 
each  alternative  incrementally  increases  the  level  of  activity  and  area  available  for  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  development.  Instead,  the  DEIS  merely  conducts  an  analysis 
under  Alternative  B.  Impacts  under  subsequent  ahemativcs  arc  defined  only  in  vague 
terms  in  relation  to  Alternative  B.    For  example,  with  respect  to  the  impact  on  birds 
under  Alternative  C,  the  DEIS  concludes  that  "[e]ffects  of  oil  and  gas  activity  arc  not 
expected  to  be  significantly  different  than  discussed  for  Alternative  B."  (DEIS,  p.  IV- 
D-9).  Similarly,  under  Alternative  D  the  DEIS  concludes  that  additional  acreage 
leased  "are  expected  to  result  in  effects  on  bird  populations  that  are  somewhat 
increased  from  those  discussed  for  Altemafive  B."  (DEIS,  p.  lV-E-9).  This  flawed 
form  of  analysis  is  found  tiu^oughout  Alternatives  C,  D  and  E. 

As  a  result  of  the  lack  of  objective  impact  assessment  criteria,  the  DEIS  fails  to 
adequately  defme  the  extent,  intensity,  and  duration  of  effects  on  vegetation,  fish  and 
wildlife  habitats  and  populations,  subsistence  and  other  resources.  Scientific  justification 
for  the  criteria,  as  well  as  citations  for  impact  levels,  needs  to  be  provided. 

We  are  disturbed  that  the  analysis  of  potential  effects  in  all  alternatives  obscures 
the  degree  of  impacts  expected  by  use  of  the  phrase,  "impacts/recovery  may  not  be 
detectable  above  natural  fluctuations  of  the  population  and  survey  methods/data 
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available."    Although  there  are  wide  natural  fluctuations  for  many  arctic  bird  or  other 
wildlife  populations,  some  survey  methods  cannot  detect  small  to  moderate  changes  in 
abundance,  and  there  may  not  be  adequate  baseline  surveys  against  which  to  measure 
effects,  this  phrase  is  generally  used  to  avoid  making  conclusions  about  impact  levels. 
The  rationale  also  is  used  to  offset  information  about  negative  effects  that  has  been 
included,  or  to  imply  that  there  would  be  no  impacts.  The  DEIS  ignores  the  possibility  of 
obtaining  new  information  through  targeted  studies  or  monitoring  programs  prior  to 
leasing. 


In  some  cases,  the  DEIS  fails  to  consider  existing  information  regarding  impacts. 
For  instance,  (he  DEIS  fails  to  present  existing  scientific  data  on  decreased  breeding  and 
densities  of  birds,  including  lesser  golden-plover,  scmipalmated  sandpiper,  pectoral 
sandpiper,  dunlin,  stilt  sandpiper,  buff-breasted  sandpiper,  and  red  phalaropc,  along  the 
road  system  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  fields,  (Troy,  1993.)  Semipalmated  sandpiper  nesting 
density  declines  of  40%  have  been  documented. 


3. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  address  fully  the  direct  impacts  of 
evploration  and  development  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A. 


The  complete  range  of  activities  associated  with  oil  exploration  and  field 
development  was  not  considered  in  the  analysis  of  direct  impacts  contained  in  the  DEIS, 
As  a  result,  the  full  scope  of  direct  impacts  was  underestimated. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  describe  thoroughly  the  estimated  level  of  seismic  activities  in 
the  northeastern  NPR-A  and  evaluate  the  impacts  of  these  expected  activities.  For 
example,  under  Alternative  A,  the  DEIS  assumes,  ". .  .one  2-D  seismic  operation  will 
occur  in  alternate  winter  seasons  in  the  plaiming  area. . .  [and]  . .  .no  3-D  seismic  is 
anticipated,  because  no  leasing  or  development  will  occur...,"  (DEIS,  p.IV-A-29.) 
However,  this  winter,  a  3-D  seismic  survey  is  proposed  to  occur  in  NPR-A,  as  well  as  an 
extensive  2-D  seismic  survey  which  extends  far  west  of  the  planning  area  (Recent  G&G 
Pennit  Activity,  MMS  Alaska  OCS  Region,  MMS  Alaska  Region  web  site,  1 998.) 
Research  on  impacts  (e.g.  disturbance  to  tundra  vegetation  and  permafrost,  over- 
wintering fish  and  wildlife)  from  3-D  seismic  surveys  on  the  North  Slope  has  never  been 
conducted. 


As  a  starting  point  for  evaluating  direct  and  cumulative  effects  of  seismic  surveys, 
BLM  should  compile  a  map  showing  year-by-year  tlie  geographic  array  of  all  past 
seismic  lines  and  the  total  miles  of  seismic  lines  carried  out  for  each  survey.  This  should 
be  compared  with  previous  estimates,  If  it  exists,  information  from  past  monitoring 
reports  .should  be  compiled  on  the  number  and  size  of  fuel  spills,  water  consumption  rates 
and  any  violations  of  stipulations,  including  trespass,  disturbance  or  damage  to  cultural 
sites,  archeological  sites  and  Native  allotments. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  address  air  and  water  quality  impacts  adequately.  Rather,  it 
defers  discussion  on  these  impacts  by  stating  that:  'The  USEPA  issues  NPDES  permits 
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required  by  the  CWA.  In  order  to  provide     information  for  these  permits,  any  future 
NEPA  document  would  describe  existing  water  quality  and  the  quantity  of  water 
requirements  for  the  proposed  project;  expected  pollutants  and  their  concentrations;  and 
the  quality  and  locations  of  wastewater  treatment  facilities  and  discharges...  The  USEPA 
also  issues  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  (PSD)  air-quality  permits  required  by 
the  CCA,  while  the  ADEC  issues  other  air-quality  pcmiits.  A  future  NEPA  document 
would  provide  an  analysis  of  meteorological  factors  and  air-quahty  baseline  conditions 
and  predict  impacts  to  air  quality  during  construction  and  operations...,"  (DEIS,  p. 11-38.) 
The  DEIS  provides  no  data  on  expected  mobile  or  permanent  sonrces  or  concentrations  of 
air  or  water  pollutants  from  NPRA  development,  even  though  this  information  is  essential 
for  evaluating  potential  degradation  of  local  and  regional  habitats.  Throughout 
development  across  the  North  Slope,  air  and  water  quality  permitting,  and  analysis  of 
impacts,  has  been  done  in  a  piecemeal  basis  and  has  not  been  well  integrated  with  other 
permitting  analyses. 

Deferring  a  substantive  discussion  of  air  and  water  quality  impacts  in  this  manner 
represents  an  unacceptable  segmentation  of  the  NEPA  analysis.  Failure  to  provide 
information  on  these  unpacts  in  turn  impinges  on  the  ability  of  BLM  and  the  public  to 
make  a  reasoned  judgment  about  a  final  course  of  action  for  management  of  the 
northeastern  NPR-A. 
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The  DEIS  fails  to  describe  and  analyze  thoroughly  the  impacts  from  gravel 
extraction  for  construction  of  oil  fields.  This  is  perhaps  one  of  tlie  most  serious 
shortcoming  of  the  DEIS  with  regard  to  estimating  impacts  of  development.  The  amounts 
of  gravel  needed  for  proposed  development  are  grossly  underestimated  and  as  a  result  the 
impacts  assessment  is  unrealistic  and  totally  inadequate.  The  DEIS  assumes  each  oil 
field  constructed  within  the  northeastern  NPR-A  will  need  only  100  acres  of  gravel 
placement.  (This  amount  is  based  in  great  part  on  the  assumption  referenced  above  that 
there  will  be  no  road  infrastructure  connecting  these  fields.)  This  is  of  great  concern 
because  historically,  gravel  requirements  have  consistently  and  greatly  surpassed  initial 
assumptions.  For  example,  gravel  quantities  used  at  Prudhoe  Bay  exceeded  predictions 
of  need  by  nearly  400%  and  areas  of  gravel  fill  and  extraction  were  60%  greater  than 
predicted,  (U.  S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  1987.)  For  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline,  gravel 
mine  sites  were  double  the  acreage  predicted,  (Pamplin  1979,  U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Service  1987.) 

We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the  potential  demand  for  gravel  from  the 
Colville  River  fioodplain  and  the  Beaufort,  Sea  coast,  as  there  are  few  identified  gravel 
sources  within  NPR-A,  and  there  would  be  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  effects  on 
critical  riparian  bird  habitats  from  oil  and  gas  activities  taking  place  outside  the  NPR-.A. 
boundaries.    NPRA  leasing  along  the  Colville  River  corridor,  as  proposed  in  alternatives 
B-E,  will  greatly  increase  the  likelihood  of  oil  and  gas  related  activities,  including 
drilling,  gravel  mining,  water  withdrawal,  and  air  and  ground  disturbance  in  the  important 
fish,  migratory  bird  and  mammal  habitats  in  die  river  fioodplain  itself  
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We  are  also  concemed  about  the  degree  to  whieh  existing  information  regarding 
the  potential  impacts  of  oil  development  lo  Pacific  black  brant  has  been  ignored, 
particularly  since  impacts  to  brant  in  the  NPR-A  may  exacerbate  the  effects  of 
disturbance  and  development  this  species  is  experiencing  throughout  its  range  in  the 
United  States,  Canada  and  Mexico.  During  the  1950's  and  I960's,  human  harassment  and 
disturbance  from  boaters  and  others  were  related  to  the  displacement  of  wintering 
populations  of  brant  from  bays  in  Caiifomia,  Oregon,  and  Washington  (Denson  and 
Munell  1962,  Einarsen  1965,  Chattin  1970,  Smith  and  Jensen  1970,  Henry  1980  cited  by 
Ward  and  Stehn  1989.)    At  present,  the  major  fall  staging  aiea  at  Izembek  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  along  Alaska's  coast  is  threatened  by  a  proposed  road  through  critical 
feeding  habitats  in  a  designated  wilderness  urea.  


Studies  have  documented  the  susceptibility  of  tlicsc  brant  to  disturbance  from 
over-flights  by  helicopters  and  fixed-wing  aircrafl,  as  well  as  from  other  oil  industry 
activities  (including  the  mere  presence  of  man  at  times)  and  have  demonstrated  thai  the 
brant  do  not  habituate  to  these  activities.  For  example,  studies  documenting  significant 
behavioral  effects  to  brant  from  helicopter  over-flights  (Derksen  et  al.,  1992)  found  that 
molting  brant  did  not  habituate  to  repeated  aircraft  disturbances  (Jensen  1990.)  A 
scientific  model  developed  for  this  area  found  that  up  (o  25%  of  the  flightless,  molting 
population  of  brant  could  experience  weight-loss  which  in  turn  could  affect  their 
migration  success  (Miller  1994.) 


In  addition  to  the  effects  of  disturbance  and  oil  pollution,  major  modifications  of 
wetlands  hydrology  through  road  building,  water  use,  gravel  mining  at  the  lake  shores,  or 
flooding  arc  likely  to  induce  major  morphological  changes  in  the  take  systems  important 
lo  migratory  waterfowl  (Wcller  and  Derksen  1 979.)  Other  studies  have  documented  that 
brant  are  sensitive  to  fixed-wing  aircraft,  as  well  as  helicopters,  and  disturbances  from 
human  activities  on  the  ground,  (Ward  and  Stehn  1989.) 

In  the  event  that  oil  fields  are  developed  without  connecting  roads,  there  will  be 
greatly  mereased  levels  of  aircrafl,  access  needed  compared  with  existing  North  Slope  oil 
fields,  a  fact  that  was  not  adequately  analyzed  in  the  DEIS.  The  DEIS  also  fails  to 
discuss  differences  in  the  potential  energetic  consequence^  of  disturbance  to  Pacific  brant, 
which  undergoes  a  lengthy  molt  migration  to  reach  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  compared  to 
brant  that  nest  on  the  North  Slope,  which  do  not  undergo  such  a  stressful  migration  lo 
molt.    There  are  also  geomorpho logical  and  other  habitat  differences  which  could  limit 
the  applicability  of  studies  of  brant  conducted  at  the  existing  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  fields  with 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  goose  molting  area. 

In  addition  to  the  effects  of  disturbance,  oil  pollution,  or  major  modifications  of 
wetland.s  hydrology  through  road  building,  water  use,  or  other  activities,  are  also  likely  to 
impact  waterfowl  that  rely  on  the  lake  systems  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  (Weller  and 
Derksen  1979.)  Althougli  there  have  been  some  technological  advances  in  oil  fiehl 
development,  there  is  no  scientific  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  fundamental  risks  irom 
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habitat  fingmentation,  degradation  of  feeding  habitat  quality,  and  ground  and  air 
disturbance  could  be  acceptably  diminished. 
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The  impacts  to  birds  and  other  wildlife  from  habitat  loss,  disturbance,  and 
degradation  in  the  Colville  River  corridor,  and  along  the  Kokosukruk  and  Kikiakrorak 
river  valleys  are  greatly  underestimated.  In  fact,  the  DEIS  does  not  analyze  in  depth  the 
potential  effects  from  a  variety  of  oil  development  activities  on  raptors  and  other  birds.  It 
does  not  specifically  discuss  the  vulnerability  of  nesting  raptors,  nor  contain  any 
scientific  documentation  on  the  effects  of  ground  and  aircraft  disturbance  to  raptors. 


4,  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  in  adequate  detail  and  specificity 

indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  oil  development  in  the 
northeast  NPR-A. 


The  DEIS  inadequately  considers  cumulative  impacts  from  oil  and  gas 
development  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  and  adjacent  land  and  water  areas.  BLM  is 
obligated  under  NEPA  to  consider  cumulative  impacts  that  may  occur  throughout  the 
NPR-A  and  carmot  arbitrarily  exclude  tliese.  There  are  a  few  scattered  mentions  in  the 
DEIS  of  possible  effects  elsewhere  in  the  NT^R-A  from  leasing  in  the  northeast  comer,  but 
this  analysis  is  not  rigorous  or  consistent.  Cumulative  effects  are  defined  under  CEQ 
regulations  as:  ". .  .the  impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental 
impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
actions  regardless  i  f  that  agency  (federal  or  non-federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other 
action,"  (40  CFR  Sec.  1508.7.) 

For  proposed  development  in  the  NPR-A,  the  cumulative  effects  analysis  should, 
at  a  minimum,  address  the  degree  to  wliich  development  in  the  NPR-A  will  exacerbate 
impacts  associated  with  existing  oil  field  operations. 

The  existing  oil  fields  on  Alaska's  North  Slope  cover  nearly  400  square  miles  of 
state  lands  between  the  Canning  River  to  the  cast  and  the  Colville  River  to  the  west.  The 
cumulative  effects  of  expanding  oil  development  across  the  Alaskan  Arctic  have  not  been 
comprehensively  addressed  to  date.  In  fact,  most  of  this  oil  field  development  has 
proceeded  on  a  piece  meal  basis  without  even  the  completion  of  an  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  Indeed,  only  three  EIS's  have  been  completed  for  oil  field  development  on 
Alaska's  North  Slope:  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System;  the  West  Dock  causeway;  and 
the  Endicott  oil  field.  None  of  these  focused  on  onshore  oil  field  development.  Among 
the  cumulative  effects  that  have  never  been  adequately  addressed  are  region-wide  impacts 
to  water  and  air  quality,  changes  in  hydrological  regimes  witliin  the  region  and 
subsequent  degradation  offish  and  wildlife  habitat,  loss  of  habitat,  loss  of  wilderness 
values,  impacts  to  subsistence  resources  and  loss  of  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities. 

It  is  acknowledged  in  the  DEIS  that,  *'a  lack  of  a  comprehensive  environmental 
analysis  and  land  use  plan  for  the  entire  North  Slope...  was  highlighted  by  many  people 
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as  a  critical  issue,  citing  the  cumulative  effects  of  past,  present  and  future  land  use 
activities,  particularly  onshore  and  offshore  petroleum  development,  on  various  resources 
and  their  uses,"  (DEIS,  p.  1-9).  Yet  the  DEIS  fails  to  address  these  cumulative  impacts 
adequately  and  explain  how  proposed  oil  development  in  the  NPR-A  will  expand  upon  or 
otherwise  contribute  to  tliese  impacts. 


The  discussion  of  existing  developments  in  the  DEIS  is  inadequate  to  describe  its 
full  scope.  For  example,  the  DEIS  refers  to  141  miles  of  existing  pipelines,  tliose  in  the 
major  "trunk  line  systems,"  (DEIS,  p.in-C-56)  and  ignores  the  nearly  1,100  miles  of 
pipehnes  that  thread  through  and  between  existing  oil  fields.  The  DEIS  describes  161 
miles  of  "interconnected"  roads  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field  and  "approximately  6  miles  of 
other  interconnected  roads  within  Kuparuk  River  Unit,"(DHlS,  P.III-C-54)  and  fails  to 
address  more  than  half  the  actual  miles  of  roads  in  existing  development  by  not  including 
roads  ending  in  drill  pads  and  roads  built  into  pipeline  pads,  or  roads  for  other  North 
Slope  fields.  


There  are  actually  some  430  miles  of  roads  linking  oil  fields  and  facilities  on  the 
North  Slope,  not  including  the  road  system  associated  with  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline 
System,  ("Comparison  of  Actual  and  Predicted  Impacts  of  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline 
System  and  Pmdlioe  Bay  Oilfields  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska."  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  1987.)  The  DEIS  doesn't  address  this  road  system  in  its  entirety  or  describe  how- 
development  in  the  NPR-A  will  connect  to  and  expand  this  transportation  infrastructure. 


In  1987,  an  impact  assessment  of  existing  oil  field  development  on  the  North 
Slope  was  done  asing  a  time  series  of  aerial  photographs  to  measure  direct  and  secondary 
elTects,  (Walker  et.  al.  1987.)  Tliis  represents  the  most  rigorous  attempt  to  evaluate 
cumulative  effects  conducted  to  date.  We  recommend  this  work  be  updated  as  an  initial 
step  in  completing  an  adequate  cumulative  effects  analysis  for  the  northeastern  NPR-A. 
Results  should  include  a  set  of  detailed  maps  at  1:24,000  scale  showing  all  facilities,  as 
well  as  secondary  or  ancillary  sites,  facihties,  and  known  events  such  as  impondments, 
dust  shadowing,  culvert  failures  and  oil  spill  sites.  This  kind  of  trend  analysis  would 
show  rates  of  gravel  fill  and  extraction,  rates  of  construction  of  road.s  and  pipelines, 
number  of  drill  pad.s  and  production  pads,  and  distance  between  roads,  pipelines,  and 
other  facilities  within  each  oil  field  and  between  oil  fields. 


We  are  disappointed  that  the  issue  of  global  warming  and  climate  change  was  not 
addressed  at  all  in  the  DEIS,  even  though  this  was  an  issue  we  raised  in  our  scoping 
comments.  This  issue  is  integral  to  an  assessment  of  impacts  on  the  Arctic  environment 
and  also  to  determination  of  national  energy  need. 

Scientific  evidence  which  indicates  the  existing  North  Slope  oil  fields  are  a 
significant  source  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  was  ignored  in  the  DEIS,  and  no  analysis 
of  the  cumulative  effects  from  the  emissions  produced  by  NPR-A  development  was  been 
provided.  Measurements  taken  downwind  from  90%  of  the  major  oil  field  production 
facilities  in  Pmdhoe  Bay  found  concentrations  up  to  45  ppm  above  ambient  levels 
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(Brooks,  S.B.,  T.L.  Crawford,  and  W.C.  Oechel.  1997.  Measurement  of  Carbon  Dioxide 
emissions  plumes  fi-ora  Prudhoe  Bay,  Alaska  oil  fields.  J.  Atmos.  Cheni  27:  197-207.) 
Brooks  et.  al.  estimated  yearly  emissions  based  on  the  direct  measurements  taken  during 
their  study  to  be  1 1.4  million  metric  tons  per  year,  and  they  found  Ihat  monthly  emissions 
were  four  times  greater  than  the  total  carbon  emissions  reported  by  the  oil  producers  for 
the  same  lime  period,  and  six  times  greater  than  the  combustion  emissions  assumed  by 
Jaffe  et  al  in  J.  Atmos.  Chem.  20  (1995),  213-227,  based  on  oil  facility  fuel  consumption 
data  collected  in  1989.  Brooks  et  al.  concludes  that  there  "may  exist  largo  carbon  dioxide 
sources  al  the  oil  fields  that  are  unrelated  to  the  reported  fuel  consumption  rates."  Tins 
study  also  speculates  that  if  de-pressurization  of  water  retrieved  widi  tlie  extracted  oil 
results  in  discharge  of  dissolved  CO',  then  increasing  emissions  will  be  expected  as  water 
extracfion  increa.ses  with  aging  of  oil  fields. 

Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  NPR-A  would  result  in  new  sources 
of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  on  the  Nortli  Slope  (from  vehicle  use,  production  turbines, 
gas  injection  facilities,  and  other  sources)  and  also  during  consumption  of  the  resultmg 
peb-olcum  products.  The  cumulative  effects  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from 
exploration  and  development  in  NPR-A  in  combination  with  all  other  reasonably 
foreseeable  onshore  and  offshore  Alaska  Arctic  oil  development  projects  should  be 
analyzed  in  the  DEIS.  
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The  DEIS  fails  to  consider  impacts  from  development  on  nonfederal  lands  within 
the  planning  area.    BLM  states  that  development  on  "lands  owned  by  ANCSA  regional 
or  village  corporations. . ."  and  other  nonfederal  laws  within  the  planning  area  are  not 
addressed  in  the  DEIS  (DEIS,  p.1-2.)  But  the  effects  of  industrial  activities  they  may 
occur  on  these  lands  as  a  result  of  opening  the  northeast  NPRA  to  oil  development  should 
not  be  ignored.  Likewise,  ongoing  activities  on  these  lands  that  may  impact  management 
decisions  in  NPR-A  must  be  considered.  BLM  must  consider  cumulative  effects  in  order 
to  comply  with  NEPA.  It  is  reasonably  foreseeable  to  expect  oil  development  to  occur  on 
these  lands,  and  for  this  development  to  be  finked  to  development  in  NPR-A  as  well  as 
impact  resources  in  NPR-A. 

Arctic  Slope  Regional  CoT]3oration  has  already  leased  much  of  its  subsurface 
estate  beneath  Kuukpik  Corporation  lands  to  ARCO  Alaska  Inc.,  Anadarko,  and  Umon 
Texas  Petroleum.  This  winter,  ARCO  is  drilling  a  delineation  well  on  Native  corporation 
lands  within  the  boundary  of  the  NPR-A,  and  other  wells  have  already  been  drilled 
further  to  the  west.  Some  of  these  lands  within  the  NPR-A  are  within  the  boundaries  of 
ARCO's  proposed  Colville  River  Unit.  BLM's  future  pipeline  scenario  for  NPR-A 
(DEIS,  Fig.  IV.A.l.b-7)  shows  it  connecting  at  the  same  location  as  ARCO's  proposed 
Alpine  oil  development  in  the  Colville  River  delta.  The  pipeline  would  cross  stale  and 
Native  lands  within  and  outside  NPR-A.  Activities  on  these  lands  would  therefore  be 
integrally  connected  with  development  in  the  NPR-A,  but  tliesc  potential  effects  are 
ignored  in  the  DEIS.  
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The  same  is  true  for  tlie  impacts  from  ASRC's  gravel  pit  just  east  of  the  Colville 
nearNuiqsut  (the  source  of  gravel  ARCO  intends  to  use  for  its  Alpine  development).  Tlie 
DEIS  states  that  "existing  borrow  sites  east  of  tlie  NPR-A"  will  be  used  for  developments 
in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  planning  area  (DE[S»  p. IV- A- 14),  yet  fails  to  discuss  the 
ASRC  mine  site. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  address  the  impacts  of  activities  at  the  state-owned  Umiat 
airport,  claiming  these  fall  outside  the  scope  of  review.  We  disagree.  The  presence  of 
this  existing  facihty,  which  cover  some  1 ,450  acres  \vithin  the  boundaries  ofthe  NPR-A, 
will  likely  influence  the  siting  of  other  transportation  infrastructure,  such  as  roads  and 
pipelines.  It  could  become  a  major  staging  site  and  transportation  hub.  The  nature  ofthe 
activities  the  stale  allows  under  its  current  management  plans  for  the  Umiat  airport  will 
influence  tlie  course  of  proposed  development  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  and  must  be 
considered. 


There  would  also  be  other  direct,  and  cumulative  effects  to  the  northeastern  NPR- 
A  from  offshore  development  to  the  north.  For  example,  in  its  iinal  HIS  for  OCS  Sale 
144  off  the  coast  of  the  NPR-A,  MMS  presumed  that  as  many  as  six  oil  spills  averagmg 
7,000  barrels  could  occur  in  the  Beaufort,  resulting  in  losses  of  seabirds,  waterfowl,  and 
shorebiids.  These  effects  need  to  be  considered  with  those  that  could  occur  from 
proposed  development  witliin  NPR-A  in  order  for  the  public  to  have  a  clear  picture  ofthe 
environmental  effects  of  the  actions  described  in  the  range  of  alternative  presented  in  the 
DEIS. 


Pipelines  crossing  the  northeast  NPR-A  would  have  direct  and  indirect  impacts  on 
£ish  and  wildlife,  plants,  habitats  and  subsistence  resources  and  uses  whicli  have  not  been 
analyzed.  The  Final  EIS  for  OCS  Sale  144  does  not  provide  an  adequate  evaluation  of 
the  impacts  of  an  onshore  pipeUne  scivicing  the  sale  area.  It  contained  just  two  short 
paragraphs  regarding  the  effects  ofthe  pipeline  from  onshore  habitat  alteration  and 
disturbance  and  oil  spills  which  many  reviewers  have  found  to  be  extremely  superficial. 
They  dramatically  underestimate  the  risks,  contained  no  scientific  citations,  and  cannot  be 
used  as  a  basis  for  tiering  other  analyses  or  actions. 

By  arbitrarily  ignoring  the  effects  of  pipelines  crossing  NPR-A  from  offshore 
lea-ses,  or  others  "outside  the  planning  area,"  BLM  fails  to  evaluate  whether  the  effects 
from  these  transportation  facilities  and  access  routes,  and  their  supporting  infrastructure 
and  industrial  activity,  could  be  much  greater  than  from  oil  field  development  within  the 
northeast  NPR-A.  It  is  highly  likely  that  onshore  support  facilities,  helicopter  traffic  and 
causeways  would  be  required  to  support  offshore  fields,  especially  within  the  sensitive 
coastal  zone.  Due  to  the  sensitive  nature  ofthe  nearshore  coastal  zone,  it  may  be  more 
likely  that  there  would  be  onshore  processing  facilities,  with  all  the  supporting  structures, 
facilities,  sites  and  impacts.  The  combination  of  facilities  for  offshore  development, 
including  the  necessary  onshore  connecting  pipelines,  plus  onshore  oil  fields  is  not 
analyzed  in  the  DEIS, 
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One  ofthe  most  serious  cumulative  impacts  that  may  be  expected  elsewhere  in 
NPR-A  is  from  development  of  a  road  network  which  could  in  turn  pose  negative 
environmental  impacts  from  coal  and  other  development  that  may  become  economic  to 
transport  as  a  result  ofthe  roads.  The  most  significant  impacts  to  be  considered  are  likely 
to  be  tliose  to  the  Western  Arctic  caribou  herd,  effects  on  the  coastal  environment 
(especially  habitats  used  by  migratory  birds,  fish,  caribou,  and  marine  mammals),  those 
impacts  likely  to  affect  spectacled  and  Steiler's  eiders,  and  their  habitats,  and  the  impacts 
on  subsistence. 
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5,  The  DEIS  incorporates  the  Alpine  oil  field  as  a  model  for 

development,  despite  the  fact  that  the  field  and  its 
infrastructure  are  not  yet  developed  and  the  likely  impacts  of 
this  proposed  oil  field  liave  not  been  rigorously  analyzed. 

The  assumptions  regarding  impacts  from  potential  development  in  the  DEIS  are 
modeled  on  ARCO  Alaska's  Alpine  oil  field  and  multiples  thereof  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  Alpine  oil  field,  which  has  not  yet  been  constructed,  was  pennitted  with 
inadequate  NEPA  review,  continuing  the  pattern  of  "piece-meal"  development  noted 
above.  As  a  result,  the  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  this  oilfield 
development  have  not  been  fully  considered  nor  made  available  to  the  public  for  review. 
This  is  a  particularly  critical  problem  given  that  the  site  chosen  for  construction  of  the 
Alpine  oil  field  is  within  the  active  flood  plain  ofthe  largest  river  in  the  American  Arctic. 
It  is  the  first  time  in  the  history  of  Alaska  North  Slope  oil  field  development  that  an  oil 
field  will  be  located  catucly  within  the  active  flood  plain  of  a  targe,  untamed  river. 


BLM  has  chosen  to  ignore  such  issues  in  using  Alpine  as  the  model  for  KPR-A 
development  and  in  recognizing  the  Alpine  field  as  an  integral  part  of  proposed 
development  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  Indeed,  BLM  actually  misstates  in  several 
places  in  the  DEIS  that  the  Alpine  field  already  exists,  e.g.,  (DEIS,  p.  IV-A-28.): 
"Alternative  B  would  not  result  in  a  viable  field  in  the  SIS  per-banei  case  because  tracts 
offered  for  leasing  would  be  too  far  from  existing  infrastaicture  (Alpine),"  It  is  very 
disturbing  to  have  the  analysis  of  impacts  predicated  on  an  oil  field  with  no  operational 
record  and  for  which  an  inadequate  evaluation  of  impacts  of  oil  field  development  has 
been  prepared.  Such  factors  call  into  serious  question  this  DEIS's  evaluation  ofthe 
impacts  of  oilfield  developments. 

In  addition,  empirical  evidence  does  not  support  the  assumption  that  the  Alpine 
oil  field  infrastructure  as  currently  proposed  is  a  meaningful  representation  of  what  is 
necessary  for  the  full  developm.ent  of  this  field  and  connecting  sateUile  fields. 
Furthermore,  BLM  has  omitted  crucial  information  about  this  potential  development  in 
its  descriptions  thereby  eroding  the  value  for  determining  potential  impacts.  A  review  of 
the  map.  "Layout  of  Alpine  Field"  (DEIS,  Figure  IV-A,  Lb- L),  and  discussions  in  the 
accompanying  text  regarding  the  total  expanse  of  this  proposed  field  reveal  that  not  all 
field  facilities  and  related  infrastructure  were  included.  There  is  no  mention  ofthe  ASRC' 
gravel  mine  from  which  all  needed  gravel  will  be  extracted,  nor  any  mention  ofthe 
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pipeline  to  the  existing  Kuparuk  Sales  line,  or  the  natural  gas  pipeline  to  Nuiqsut.  There 
is  no  mention  of  potentially  connected  and  related  projects  that  are  reasonably 
foreseeable,  such  as  the  Fjord  satellite  field  with  its  airstrip,  pipelines  and/or  roads 
connecting  to  Alpine,  and  additional  production  pads  within  the  Alpine  field  connected  to 
the  main  processing  plant. 

It  is  also  expected  thai  within  AJiCO's  proposed  80,000-acre  Colville  River  Unit, 
there  will  likely  be  additional  development  sites.  The  potential  for  expansion  is 
exemplified  by  ARCO's  proposal  to  drill  two  offshore  wells  this  winter  within  the 
proposed  unit,  as  well  as  another  delineation  well  for  the  Alpine  reservoir  on  the  west 
side  of  the  N'echelik  channel  within  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  KPR-A.  


Importantly,  the  DBIS  fails  to  address  the  many  concerns  raised  by  ARCO's 
proposal  to  use  an  untested  technology  for  a  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Colville  River  that 
will  connect  the  Alpine  field  and  proposed  transportation  infrastructure  i[i  the 
northeastern  NPR-A  to  the  Trans- Alaska  Pipeline  System.  Not  only  does  the  DEIS  fail  to 
address  the  issues  raised  by  boring  a  hole  beneath  the  frost  bulb  of  the  river  and  through 
which  a  pipeline  will  be  threaded,  it  leaps  beyond  all  reasoned  doubts  by  assuming  that 
this  technology  will  be  used  for  future  Colville  River  crossings.  This  is  especially 
disturbing  given  that  it  is  a  technology  which  has  yet  to  be  tested,  much  less  proven  and 
for  which  impacts  are  not  described  or  apparently  yet  known.  The  DEIS  also  discusses 
crossing  "relatively  wide  rivers"  by  trenching  and  burying  pipelines  in  the  river  bed. 
Again,  such  technology  is  untested  in  the  Alaskan  Arctic  and  is  currently  undergoing  its 
first  exposm-e  at  British  Petroleum's  Badami  oil  field  which  is  currently  under 
constniction.  Pipeline  construction  for  Badami  began  this  winter,  but  the  river  crossings 
have  not  been  completed.  During  initial  constiuction  for  the  Badami  field,  the  total 
amount  of  tundra  and  riverine  habitat  predicted  to  be  impacted  in  tlie  initial  permit 
application  has  already  been  doubled  due  to  "unforeseen  requirements"  for  the  river 
crossings.  Needless  to  say,  the  long-term  effects  of  these  crossings  have  not  yet  been 
measured.  The  DEIS  largely  ignores  the  untried  and  unproven  namre  of  these  features 
and  the  resulting  impact  analysis  is  speculative  at  best. 


The  DEIS  analysis  rehes  on  requirements  for  buried  tundra  pipelines  in  its  list  of 
mitigating  measures  in  two  cnicial  caribou  movement  corridors  (stipulation  28,  DEIS  p. 
11-30)  and  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Habitat  LUEA  {stipulation  37,  DEIS  p.  11-31.) 
In  predicting  impacts  from  development,  the  DEIS  assumes  this  technology  will  be  used. 
However,  as  with  the  river  crossings  described  above,  this  pipeline  technology  has  never 
been  used  within  the  North  Slope  oil  fields.  (The  initial  project  description  for  the 
Badami  field  development  proposed  using  a  cliilled,  buried  pipeline  but  this  technology 
was  later  abandoned  due  to  environmental  concerns  regarding  maintaining  the  integrity  of 
permafrost  and  pipeline  engineering  costs.  (Pers.  comm.  M.  Weger,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
March  3,  1998;  BP  Exploration  1995;  U.S.  Amiy  Corps  of  Engineers  Pubhc  Notice,  2- 
940700,  July  31  1995;  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  Public  Notice,  October  20  1997,)) 
Inclusion  of  such  untested  technology  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the  DEIS  without  any 
evidence  of  its  viability  or  any  infonnation  regarding  its  impacts  means  that  BLM  has 
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substantially  underestimated  the  likehhood  of  negative  impacts  on  caribou  distribution 
and  movement  patterns  resulting  from  barriers  to  habitat  availability,  and  on  caribou 
reproductive  rates.  It  further  implies  an  underestimation  of  the  potential  for  leaks  and 
spills  that  would  result  in  pollution  and  degradation  of  habitat. 
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6. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of  oil  development  in 
the  northeastern  NPR-A  outside  the  region. 


The  DEIS  fails  lo  include  an  evaluation  of  impacts  of  oil  field  development 
outside  the  region.  Specifically,  the  DEIS  fails  to  include  an  adequate  discussion  of  how 
requirements  of  international  treaties  for  the  protection  of  shared  wildlife  resources  will 
be  met  under  the  range  of  managemem  allematives  proposed.  Oil  leasing  and 
development  in  NPR-A  has  great  potential  lo  affect  the  pubhc  values  of  migratory  bird 
resources  well  beyond  the  North  Slope,  yet  the  DEIS  fails  to  describe  these  effects. 

The  United  Stales  is  a  signatory  !o  treaties  for  the  protection  of  migratoi-y  birds 
with  Canada  (1916),  Mexico  (1936),  Russia  (1976),  and  .lapan  (1979).  In  addition,  the 
United  States  is  a  partner  in  several  international  agreements  for  the  protection  of  shared 
wildlife  resources,  including  the  North  .\merican  Waterfowl  Management  Plan,  which  in 
turn  includes  the  Arctic  Goose  Joint  Venture  Program,  the  1996  "Area  V"  agreement 
between  the  U.S.  and  the  Russian  Federation  for  protection  of  the  cnviromncm  and 
natural  resources  that  focuses  on  spectacled  and  Stellcr's  eiders  and  Arctic  nesting  geese, 
and  the  Arctic  Environmental  Protection  Strategy  signed  by  the  eight  Arctic  nations. 
Many  NPRA  waterfowl  populations  are  managed  through  the  four  North  American 
Fiyway  Councils.  These  include  Pacific  brant  managed  under  a  1 992  plan  developed  hy 
tlie  Pacific  Fiyway  Council,  greater  white-fronted  geese  managed  under  a  plan  developed 
by  the  Central  and  Mississippi  Fiyway  Councils,  and  Tundra  Swans  managed  under  a 
plan  developed  by  all  four  fiyway  councils.  The  DEIS  has  completely  neglected  to 
address  how  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  under  these  treaties  and  agreements  will 
be  met  in  the  range  of  management  alternatives  presented,  mcluding  obligations  to 
consult  in  advance  of  actions  hkely  to  affect  the  resources. 


In  addition,  in  a  notable  hut  disappointing  manner,  the  DEIS  fails  to  consider  how 
the  impacts  of  leasing  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A  will  impact  subsistence  hunters  in 
western  Alaska.  VVc  find  this  astounding,  given  that  nearly  75%  of  the  Pacific  brant  and  a 
significant  portion  of  the  white-fronted  geese  that  depend  on  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special 
Area  for  critical  molting  habitat  come  from  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  River  Delta.  Interior 
has  been  engaged  in  cooperative  management  efforts  with  the  subsistence  hunters  of  the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  for  over  fourteen  years,  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  Goose  Management  Plan,  including  successful  efforts  to  secure 
passage  of  a  protocol  amendment  to  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  between  the  United  States 
and  Canada  that  provides  protection  for  subsistence  use  of  migratory  waterfowl.  Yet  the 
DEIS  makes  no  mention  of  the  potential  impacts  of  oil  development  in  the  northeastern 
NPR-A  on  subsistence  use  of  migrator>'  waterfowl  in  western  Alaska.  A  review  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  subsistence  workshop  that  BLM  sponsored  in  August  1997  (Appendix 
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F.)  reveals  that  no  one  from  the  Yukon  Kuskokwim  Delta  was  contacted  about  this 
meeting,  and  the  concerns  of  this  constituency  were  simply  not  addressed.  This  is  a 
serious  shortcoming  tliat  stands  in  sharp  contrast  to  the  statutory  intent  of  NEPA. 


7. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  address  impacts  to  endangered 
species  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A. 


The  DEIS  would  allow  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  to  proceed,  while 
ignoring  the  obligations  imposed  on  the  Department  of  the  Interior  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act.  The  Department  has  not  yet  fulfilled  its  obligation  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  to  designate  critical  habitat  for  the  spectacled  eider  or  Steller's  eider.  Large 
portions  of  the  planning  area  are  used  by  both  species  and  should  be  considered  for 
designation  as  critical  habitat.  The  agency  cannot  determine  if  its  obligatiojis  under  the 
ESA  to  protect  critical  habitat  of  listed  species  are  being  met  until  a  thorough  review  of 
potential  critical  habitat  is  completed,  including  on-site  surveys  of  the  region. 


Moreover,  the  DEIS  analysis  of  potential  impact  to  these  species  is  seriously 
flawed.  The  DEIS  concedes  that  "[t]hc  reaction  of  eiders  to  disturbance  in  Qie  oilfields  is 
not  well  understood."  (DEIS,  p.  rV-C-36).  See  also  DEIS,  p,  IC-C-37  ("As  stated 
previously,  reactions  of  eiders  to  aircraft  are  not  well  understood.").  Nevertheless,  and 
with  no  support,  the  DEIS  concludes  that  disturbances  "are  not  expected  to  cause 
significant  population  effects."  (DEIS,  p.  lV-C-39).  Given  the  incomplete  information 
available  on  potential  impacts  to  these  tlireatened  birds  from  proposed  activities,  it  would 
be  unlawful  to  proceed  at  this  time  without  insuring  adequate  protection  by  designating 
critical  habitat  and  determining  the  impact  of  proposed  activities  on  that  habitat  and  the 
species. 


8. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  address  impacts  of  development 
to  subsistence  uses  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A. 


■fhe  DEIS  is  further  deficient  in  its  failure  to  comply  with  section  810  of 
ANILCA,  16  U.S.C.  §  3 120.  Section  810  requires  the  agency  to  hold  hearings  and  make 
findings  if  the  proposed  activity  "may"  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses.  Kunaknana 
v.  Clark.  742  F.2d  1 145.  1151  (9th  Cir.  1984.)  The  DEIS  provides  no  discussion, 
however,  of  the  standard  that  was  applied  in  detemriining  the  effect  on  subsistence 
resources  in  the  planning  area.  Language  in  the  DEIS  suggests  that  BLM  concluded  the 
second  tier  hearing  and  finding  requirements  apply  only  if  it  could  conclude  an 
altemative  would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses.  (DEIS,  Appendix  D.)  This 
standard  does  not  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Act.  The  DEIS  should  have  clearly 
identified  the  "may"  standard  required  by  the  statute  and  addressed  whether  under  any 
alternative  significant  restrictions  arc  possible. 

In  addition,  the  fundamental  basis  for  the  conclusions  reached  under  Alternatives 
B  and  C  is  flawed,  'fhe  level  to  which  subsistence  resources  will  be  degraded  by  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  is  inextricably  linked  to  die  impact  these  activities  will 
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have  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  throughout  the  planning  area.  As  discussed 
previously,  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  assess  tlie  impact  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  on  these  resources.  An  adequate  assessment  of  impact  would  likely 
conclude  that  proposed  activities  under  Alternatives  B  and  C  may,  in  fact,  significantly 
restrict  subsistence  uses.  In  addition,  given  the  uncertainty  of  information  available 
concerning  impacts  on  many  wildlife  species,  BLM  cannot  justify  any  conclusion  other 
than  that  a  significant  restriction  may  occur  under  Altemafives  B'and  C,  as  well  as 
Alternatives  D  and  E. 
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Once  an  initial  determination  is  made  that  subsistence  uses  may  be  restricted. 
Section  810  requires  that  the  Secretary  give  notice,  hold  hearings  and  make  certain 
findings  before  the  proposed  activity  can  proceed.  Specifically,  the  Secretary  must 
determine  that  such  a  restriction  is  "necessary  and  consistent  with  sound  management 
principles  for  the  utilization  of  public  lands."  He  must  further  determine  that  the 
proposed  activity  will  involve  the  minimal  amount  of  land  necessary  and  that  reasonable 
steps  have  been  taken  to  minimize  the  effects  on  subsistence  uses.    The  DEIS  offers  no 
discussion  whatsoever  on  how  the  land  utilized  under  any  of  the  alternatives  could  be 
considered  ''minimal."  Indeed,  the  DEIS  fails  to  specify  the  size,  frequency  and  timing  of 
sales,  making  such  a  showing  all  but  impossible.  The  DEIS  does  not  contain  sufficient 
justification  for  a  conclusion  that  reasonable  mitigation  measures  would  be  taken  to 
minimize  the  effects  on  subsistence  uses.  Finally,  as  previously  discussed,  the  DEIS  has 
completely  failed  to  demonstrate  that  this  particular  leasing  program  is  necessary  at  this 
time. 


9.  Additional  shortcomings  of  the  impacts  analyses  in  the  DEIS. 

Additional  concerns  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  DEIS  in  dealing  with  analyses 
of  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  include  the  following: 


The  evaluation  of  impacts  from  major  oil  spills,  clironic  spills  and  spills  to  marine 
waters  contained  in  the  DEIS  docs  not  adequately  describe  and  evaluate  direct  elTecls 
and  totally  lacks  a  discussion  of  indirect  effects. 

None  of  the  maps  of  existing  oil  field  facilities  show  the  boundary  of  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  nor  the  delineation  of  Badami,  North  Star  and  Liberty 
fields. 


The  DEIS  does  not  disclose  how  the  detailed  "pool"  analysis,  alleged  to  have  been 
done  using  the  PRESTO  program,  was  completed  since  the  document  vigorously 
asserts  that  seismic  data  analysis  has  not  yet  been  completed. 


For  the  "multiple  sales"  scenario  described  for  Alleniative  E,  the  DEIS  claims  that, 
"displacement  of  birds  from  disturbance  and  habitat  alternation  or  loss  is  expected  to 
increase  throughout  [much  of]  the  planning  area  ...  but  not  significantly  affect 
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planning  area  populations,"  (DEIS,  p.  11-52.)  The  DEIS  offers  no  evidence  to 
substantiate  the  claim,  and  logic  would  seem  to  deny  its  accuracy.  At  the  least,  the 
basis  for  this  claim  should  be  cited. 


The  DEIS  asserts  that  as  a  result  of  the  levels  of  development  allowed  in  Allemalives 
D  and  E,  ". ,  .near  the  oil  fields,  surface,  air  and  foot  traffic  are  expected  to  increase 
significantly  [over  that  which  would  occur  under  Alternatives  A-C]  and  to  displace 
some  terrestrial  mammals,  but  not  significantly  affect  Arctic  Slope  populations." 
While  this  statement  may  categorically  be  true  (assuming  the  Western  Arctic  herd  is 
counted  as  part  of  "Arctic  Slope  populations"),  it  fails  to  recognize  the  severity  of 
impacts  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  herd,  a  locally  important  subsistence  resource.  This 
unusual  (for  this  DEIS)  analysis  at  the  landscape  level  appears  to  be  a  clear  misuse  of 
statistics.  The  analysis  should  display  and  discuss  site  specific  impact  as  well  as  the 
broader  area  impacts. 


The  DEIS  asserts  that  if  multiple  sales  are  offered  under  all  alternatives,  ". .  .with 
extended  intervals  between  sales,  impacted  bird  populations  are  expected  to  recover 
fi-om  noise  and  disturbance  effects  in  I  year."  The  DEIS  fails  to  offer  verification  for 
this  statement.  In  addition,  it  fails  to  provide  justification  for  its  conclusions  that  only 
under  Alternative  E  will  "...Nuiqsut's  pursuit  of  caribou  [be]  more  difficult  for  at 
least  an  entire  harvest  season,"  and,  "overall  cumulative  effects  to  subsistence 
harvests  are  expected  to  cause  one  or  more  important  subsistence  resources  to  become 
unavailable,  undesirable  for  use,  or  experience  population  reductions  for  a  period  of  1 
to  5  years  in  Nuiqsul,"(DEIS,  p.U-65.) 


Other  deficiencies  of  the  DEIS. 


1. 


There  is  no  leasing  program  described. 


Despite  the  fact  that  the  DEIS  is  consistently  referred  to  as  a  "programmatic"  EIS, 
it  contains  no  description  of  an  oil  and  gas  leasing  program  for  the  northeast  NPR-A.  The 
DEIS  fails  to  specify  essential  components  of  a  leasing  program,  such  as  timing, 
frequency  and  size  of  sales.  BLM  simply  dismisses  its  obligation  under  NEPA  to  provide 
a  clear  picture  of  proposed  development  by  saying, ''  the  number  of  potential  sales,  the 
interval  between  sales,  and  the  period  with  [sic]  which  the  sale  may  be  held  are 
unknown,"  (DEIS,  p.IV-A-1.)  Other  aspects  of  a  leasing  program  arc  also  missing, 
including  the  size  of  lease  tracts,  length  of  lease  terms  and  unitization  requirements. 
Given  the  lengthy  history  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  on  the  Nortli  Slope, 
BLM  had  readily  available  information  from  which  to  develop  probable  scenarios  that 
were  drawn  from  the  reality  ofthe  past  30  years.  The  reader  is  left  without  essential 
information  and  therefore  unable  to  evaluate  and  draw  conclusions  in  a  meaningful  way. 
One  ofthe  basic  purposes  of  NHPA  is  thereby  withheld  from  the  public  and  the  decision- 
makers. 
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For  example,  without  a  description  of  a  leasing  program,  it  is  unclear  at  this  time 
whether  lands  deemed  "unavailable  for  leasing"  in  the  final  EIS  will  be  deleted  from 
subsequent  leasing  programs.  Once  a  preferred  alternative  is  developed,  there  is  no 
safeguard  that  such  a  decision  will  have  lasting  ellect.  Shortly  after  the  first  lease  sale  {or 
even  earlier),  a  request  could  be  made  by  industry,  Alaska's  governor  or  a  new 
Administration  that  areas  "unavailable"  for  leasing  in  the  first  sale  be  made  "available" 
for  leasing  without  a  new  planning  process  and  EIS.  In  other  words,  it  is  unclear  to  what 
extent  BLM  intends  to  "tier"  future  sales  or  development  activities  in  the  northeastern 
NPR-A  to  this  EIS  and  what  opportunities  for  public  involvement  will  be  provided  for 
future  management  decisions.  The  section  ofthe  DEIS  on  "Process"  should  be  amended 
to  include  a  provision  that  specifies  a  new  EIS  would  be  needed  if  areas  deemed 
"unavailable  for  leasing,"  "deleted,"  "delayed,"  or  "deferred"  in  the  Record  of  Decision 
for  this  planning  process  are  later  proposed  to  be  offered  for  leasing.   It  should  also  be 
made  clear  that  consideration  of  any  lease  sales  in  the  NPR-A  outside  this  planning  area 
will  also  require  an  EIS,  as  will  any  oil  field  development  inside  Uie  planning  area. 

2.  There  is  no  preferred  alternative  designated. 

The  DEIS  is  unusual  in  that  BLM  fails  to  select  a  proposed  action  or  designate  a 
preferred  alternative.   In  fact,  BLM  makes  it  clear  that  new  alternatives  may  be  developed 
after  closure  ofthe  public  comment  period  which  combine  parts  of  one  or  more  ofthe 
alternatives  presented  in  tlie  DEIS  (DEIS,  p.  11-19)  or  a  mix  of  elements  from  all 
alternatives  (DEIS,  p.  1-8).  Such  an  action  would  foreclose  meaningful  public 
involvement  and  comment  on  the  agency's  selected  coiurse  of  action.  The  final  alternative 
may  be  very  different  from  any  in  the  DEIS  and,  thereby,  require  substantial  revisions  of 
the  impact  analyses  and  descriptions.  We  believe  a  Supplemental  EIS  that  describes 
BLM's  proposed  action  and  preferred  alternative  is  needed,  with  opportunity  for  pubhc 
review  and  comment  on  the  Supplemental  EIS  provided,  before  a  final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision  is  issued. 

Public  statements  from  Interior  officials  and  informafion  in  the  DEIS  suggests  that 
Ihe  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  northeast  NPR-A  is  a  foregone  conclusion.  All  alternatives 
except  Alternative  A  propose  leasing.  Even  Alternative  A  allows  for  seismic  and  other 
exploratory  work  to  be  done  throughout  the  northeast  NPR-A,  and  docs  not  prohibit  the 
construction  of  roads,  pipelines  and  other  oil  development  support  infrastructure.  Given 
the  references  in  the  DEIS  to  a  lease  sale  already  planned  for  the  area  and  "tentatively 
scheduled  for  late  1998"  (DEIS,  pp.lV-A-6,  IV-A-24)  coupled  with  public  statements 
made  by  the  Secretary  ofthe  Interior  regarding  the  decision  to  allow  leasing,  it  seems 
disingenuous  for  BLM  to  claim  that  a  leasing  alternative  is  not  the  proposed  action.   It 
seems  by  many  indications  to  be  the  de  facto  proposed  action  and  properly  should  be 
designated  as  such  in  the  DEIS,  so  the  public  has  an  opportunity  to  respond  to  the 
agency's  stated  rather  than  implied  intentions. 
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Tlie  DEIS  fails  to  include  a  proper  "no  action"  alternative. 
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Alternative  A  is  not  a  '*No  Action"  alternative  and  should  not  be  characterized  as 
sach.    B1,M  is  correct  in  stating  that  the  EIS  completed  in  1983  for  the  last  leasing 
program  in  the  NPR-A  is  inadequate  for  a  new  program  (DEIS,  p. 1-8).  However,  the 
1983  EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  specified  leasing  deletions  and  established  Special 
Management  Zones.  The  final  Integrated  Activity  Plan  (ZAP)  adopted  as  a  result  of  this 
environmeataL  ana.lysis  will  establish  guidelines  for  future  management  of  the  planning 
area  and  will  supersede  management  guidelines  developed  under  the  19S3  EIS,  (DEIS, 
p.I-S.)  Tlierefore,  if  Alternative  A  were  selected,  the  prior  leasing  deletions  and  Special 
Management  Zones  would  be  eliminated. 

We  believe  the  leasing  deletions  and  Special  Management  Zones  contained  in  the 
1983  EIS  were  woefiilly  inadequate  for  protecting  the  wildUfe,  habitat,  and  other 
resources  of  the  region.  However,  eliminating  even  those  Hawed  protections  by  action  of 
this  EIS  process  would  leave  only  those  protection  stipulations  ". .  .that  apply  to  all 
alternatives"  (DEIS,  p.U-19).  The  1983  management  designations  included  leasing 
deletions.  Nothing  in  Alternative  A  prohibits  leasing  in  the  future.  Alternative  A  fails  to 
provide  adequate  protection  for  the  designated  Special  Areas  in  light  of  post- 1983 
information,  rather  it  improperly  deletes  protections  provided  in  1983.  This  is  clearly  not 
a  "No  Action"  ailemative. 


ni. 


NONE  OF  THE  M.\^fAGEMENT  ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  DEIS 
PROVIDE  APPROPRIATE  PROTECTION  TO  SURFACE  RESOURCES, 


The  "maximum  protection"  of  surface  resources  that  is  required  by  tlie  NPRPA  is 
not  achieved  by  the  alternatives  presented  in  the  DEIS.  None  of  the  alternatives  propose 
adequate  protection  for  the  resources  and  values  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  or  Colville  River 
Special  Areas.  Kone  of  the  alternatives  prohibits  the  construction  of  roads,  pipelines, 
gravel  mines  and  numerous  other  activities  and  facilities  within  these  designated  Special 
Areas.  Alternative  C  includes  inadequate  buffers  for  critical  habitats  within  the 
designated  Special  Areas.  Alternative  D  provides  inadequate  protection  for  caiibou,  and 
contains  no  buffers  for  goose  molting  areas.  Mitigation  measures  proposed  under 
ahemative  D  for  caribou  and  walerfowi  can  all  be  waived. 


The  use  of  the  term,  "Land  Use  Emphasis  Areas  (LUEAs)",  is  confusing  and 
misleading.  It  specifies  in  the  DEIS  that,  "While  LUEAs  provide  much  of  the  structure 
of  the  presentation  o  f  the  altcmativcs,  they  arc  not  in  themselves  admirustraiive  or 
legislative  designations,  and  they  carry  with  them  no  new  regulatory  authority.  They  arc 
simply  tools  that  BLM  is  using  to  identify  geographic  areas  where  it  is  considering 
management  emphases  to  meet  its  responsibilities  under  existing  authorities..."  (DEIS, 
p.II-1)  Despite  this  statement,  the  LUEA  designation  is  used  to  delineate  the  areas  not 
leased  in  various  alternatives,  implying  that  some  level  of  regulatory  protection  may  be 
afforded  these  areas.  But  none  is  specified  in  the  DEIS.  We  suggest  that  to  "meet  its 
responsibilities  under  existing  authorities. . .",  the  BLM  should  recommend  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  add  these  LUEA  values  to  the  Special  Aj"ea  descriptions,  and  codify  the 
requirements  in  regulations  that  will  provide  effective  protection  of  these  ureas. 
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Alternative  B  proposes  thai  all  LUEAs,  except  lands  contained  in  the  Kuukpik 
Corporation  Entitlement,  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  These  LUEAs  include 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  but  not  all  of  the  Colville  River  Special  Area. 
Alternative  B  explicitly  assumes  that  a  wide  variety  of  industrial  activities  would  be 
allowed  in  the  Special  Areas  and  LUEAs.  Under  Alternative  B,  pipelines  crossing  ail 
lands  would  be  allowed  in  all  areas  (except  the  potential  Colville  Wild  and  Scenic  Rjvcr 
LUEA),  even  in  tlte  most  critical  feeding  areas  used  by  molting  geese.  A  wide  variety  of 
industrial  activities  ranging  Ixom  water  withdrawal,  seismic  surveys  and  temporary 
facilities  such  as  staging  facilities  would  be  allowed  in  all  areas  closed  to  leasing  in 
Alternatives  B-D.  Furthermore,  Alternatives  B  and  C  do  not  prohibit  constniction  of 
roads  through  the  Special  Areas  and  LUEAs  ,  except  for  a  limited  buffer  area  around 
goose-molting  lakes,  (stipulation  25.,  DEIS  p.  11-30),  wliich  may  be  waived  by  the  BLM, 

Alternatives  B  and  C  do  not  prohibit  many  types  of  permanent  facilities  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  including  roads,  seawater  treatment  plants,  docks  or 
causeways,  staging  areas,  production  pads,  airports,  camps,  and  gravel  mines  (except  for 
restrictions  in  limited  buffer  areas  around  goose  molting  lakes,  which  may  be  waived  by 
BLM).  The  need  for  these  kinds  of  facilities  could  result  from  production  in  areas  made 
available  for  leasing  in  NPR-A  or  fi-om  offshore  production  in  state  and  federal  waters. 
Construction  and  operation  of  these  facilities  could  cause  loss  or  degradation  of  caribou 
calving  and  insect  relief  habitat;  nesting  areas  used  by  ducks,  geese,  swans,  loons, 
spectacled  eiders  and  SfelJer's  eiders;  and  fish  habitats. 

A.         The  DEIS  gives  inadequate  consideration  to  permanent  protection  for 
important  habitats. 


We  believe  that  BLM  erred  in  not  aiialyzuig  important  alternatives  and  issues  that 
conservation  groups  raised  in  scoping  comments,  including  consideration  of  pcmianent 
protection  for  unique  natural  areas  and  critical  wildlife  habitats  m  the  northeast  NPR-A, 
(DEIS,  pp.  1-2, 11-39.)  Certain  reasonable  alternatives  and  elements  witliin  alternatives 
were  excluded  by  the  agency  because  it  used  an  arbitrary  criterion  of  whether  federal 
legislation  would  be  required.  The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  has  published 
guidelines  for  federal  agencies  undertaking  NEPA  reviews  which  state,  "an  allemalive 
that  is  outside  the  legal  jiu-isdiclion  of  the  lead  agency  must  still  be  analyzed  in  the  EIS  if 
it  is  reasonable,"  (CEQ,  1 98 1 ,  48  Fed.  Reg.  1 0827.) 

While  we  are  pleased  (hat  BLM  analyzed  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  as  one 
component  of  permanent  protection,  we  are  disappointed  that  the  agency  did  not  fully 
address  the  public's  concerns  regarding  permanent  protection  for  unique  natural  areas 
within  the  northeastern  NPR-A,  and  we  believe  the  agency  has  an  obligation  to  do  so.  A 
permanent  protection  alternative  should  include  a  review  of  both  national  wildlife  refuge 
status  and  designation  of  qualifying  areas  as  wilderness.  To  place  such  a  review  in  proper 
context,  a  discussion  should  be  included  in  Administrative  Hislor>'  section  regarding 
Congressional  initiatives  designed  to  incorporate  the  entire  NPR-A  or  substantial  areas  of 
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the  NPR-A  into  the  National  Wildlife  Reftige  System.  These  legislative  proposals  were 
generated  as  part  of  Congressional  eJTorls  to  promulgate  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conser\'ation  Act  and  they  underscore  the  irnportance  placed  on  Ihc  wildlife  and 
wilderness  values  of  the  NPR-A. 


1. 


The  DEIS  lacks  consideratioo  of  wilderness  designation  for 
any  portion  of  the  NPR-A. 


We  strongly  disagree  with  the  rationale  given  in  the  DEIS  for  excluding 
consideration  of  wilderness  designation  (DEIS,  pJlI-C-52).  Although  the  Sec.  1001 
ANTLCA  study  did  not  include  NPR-A,  it  did  not  prohibit  wilderness  studies  and 
recommendations  in  these  units.  Although  the  Secretary  may  not  be  required  to  study 
BLM  lands  in  Alaska  for  possible  inclusion  in  the  Wilderness  Preservation  System,  there 
is  no  prohibition  to  doing  so.    ANILCA  Sec,  1 320  provides  the  discretion  for  the 
Secretary  to  do  so,  "In  carrying  out  his  duties  under  section  201  and  section  202  of  such 
act  fFLPMA]  and  other  applicable  laws,  the  Secretary  may  identify  areas  in  Alaska  which 
he  determines  are  suitable  for  wilderness  and  may,  from  time  to  time,  make 
recommendations  to  the  Congress  for  inclusion  of  any  such  areas  in  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System." 

We  beheve  it  is  inappropriate  that  a  holdover  policy  from  Interior  Secretary  James 
Watt  is  offered  by  BLM  as  one  rationale  for  not  considering  alternatives  involving 
recommendations  for  wilderness  designation  in  the  NTR-A.  The  DETS  states,  "BLM  is 
under  Secretarial  direction  to  not  do  further  wilderness  reviews  and/or  sludies  within  the 
State  of  Alaska  except  in  those  areas  where  study  is  mandated  by  legislation,  "■  (DEIS,  p. 
m-C-52).  We  presume  that  Secretarial  Directive  to  be  the  one  issued  in  1 98 1  by 
Secretary  Watt  (Instruction  Memorandum  No.  AK8I-167,  From:  State  Director,  Alaska, 
To:  District  Managers,  Staff  and  Division  Chiefs,  April  29,  1981.)  Wc  arc  dismayed  that 
BLM  has  chosen  to  retain  in  force  a  secretarial  directive  establishing  a  policy  for  which 
there  was  never  any  formal  rulemaking,  or  opportunity  for  public  review  or  comment. 
The  1981  directive  should  be  ofTicially  replaced  by  actions  to  study  qualifying  NPR-A 
lands,  and  make  wilderness  designations  a  component  of  the  conservation  aUemativc 
considered  in  the  DEIS. 


2.  Wild  and  Scenic  River  for  Colvillc  does  not  include  ail  of 

Special  Area 

BLM  has  foimd  the  Colville  River  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  System  (DEIS,  p,  II-3),  a  finding  we  strongly  support.  BLM  states  that  the  Colville 
(along  with  the  Niga-Etivlik  and  Utukok  Rivers)  was  nominated  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  System  in  1980.  The  DEIS  recommends  the  Colville  for  Wild  River 
designation  "...because  of  its  importance  to  peregrine  falcons  and  source  for 
paleontological  data,"  (DEIS,  p.  11-3).  'Ihis  recommendation  should  also  include  a  listing 
of  the  river's  other  remarkable  values,  particularly  its  spectacular  scenic  qualities,  its 
importance  to  other  raptors  (gyrfalcons  and  rough-legged  hawks),  importance  to  other 
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fish  and  wildlife  (such  as  moose  and  passerine  birds),  and  other  values  that  were 
recognized  in  the  1980  studies. 

Wc  agree  with  BLM  that  interim  protection  should  be  provided  for  the  Colville 
while  a  recommendation  for  Wild  River  is  under  consideration.  "If  the  Colville  River  is 
determined  to  be  suitable  in  the  Record  of  Decision,  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act 
requires  that  the  river  corridor  receive  special  protection,  It  will  be  managed,  on  an 
interim  basis,  in  a  way  that  is  consistent  with  its  tentative  classilication,.,"  (DEIS,  p.II-3) 
It  is  unclear,  however,  exactly  what  area  will  be  excluded  from  leasing  and  development 
activities  if  Wild  River  designation  is  recommended.  The  DEIS  describes  the  LUEA  for 
the  Colville  as  a  2-mile  strip  on  the  west  side  of  the  river  from  the  southern  planning 
boundary'  to  just  south  of  Nuiqsut  (DEIS,  p.II-3).  and  in  Altemalive  B,  it  states  there 
would  be  no  leasing  in  this  LL'EA  (DEIS,  p.  11-19).  Elsewhere  in  the  DEIS,  it  states, 
"new  mining  claims  and  mineral  leases  would  be  prohibhed  within  '/i  mile  of  the  river," 
(DEIS,  p.  IV'C-18;  Appendix  G-1).  While  we  strongly  support  the  recommendation  of 
Wild  River  designation  for  the  Colville,  a  naiTOw,  quarter-mile  strip  of  land  will  not 
afford  sufficient  protection  to  the  resources  and  values  needing  a  shield.   A  greater  buffer 
zone,  such  as  is  provided  by  the  boundaries  of  the  1977  Colvillc  River  Special  Area  is 
needed. 

Alternative  B  states  there  will  be  no  surface  occupancy  for  industrial  development 
within  I  mile  of  Ihe  Colville,  Kogosukruk.  or  Kikiakrorak  Rivers  because  a  "portion  of 
the  Colville  River  Raptor,  Passerine,  and  Moose  LUEA  would  be  proposed  as  a  Bird 
Conservation  Area,"  (DEIS,  p.  IV-C-18).    Since  designation  of  a  Bird  Conservation  Area 
would  require  a  negotiated  agreement  for  cooperative  management,  it  should  be  portrayed 
as  a  proposal,  not  as  a  mitigation  measure. 
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B.         No  alternative  prohibits  placement  of  surface  infrastructure  (roads 
pipelines,  etc.)  in  any  area  of  NPR-A,  including  within  designated 
Special  Areas. 

Tlie  range  of  options  is  biased  toward  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development,  with 
no  alternative  offered  that  prohibits  constniction  of  oil  development  support  facilities  and 
transportation  infrastructure  in  any  portion  of  the  northeast  NPR-A,  even  in  critically 
important  wildhfe  habitats,  e.g.,  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas, 


IV. 


LEASE  STIPULATIONS  DESIGNED  TO  MITIGATE  IMPACTS  ARE 
INADEQUATE 


The  DEIS  states  that>  "Restrictions  on  development  (lease  stipulations)  will  not 
adversely  alfect  the  viability  of  potentially  conunercial  discoveries,"  (DEIS,  p.  lV-A-26.) 
Basing  tlie  promulgation  of  all  lease  stipulations  on  this  premise  creates  a  blanket 
provision  for  modification  or  waiver  that  makes  the  stipulations  meaningless.  The  list  of 
instances  in  which  all  the  stipulations  can  be  modified  or  waived  (DEIS,  p.l  t  -27)  are  so 
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broad  and  vague  that  we  are  left  wondering  if  there  will  be  aiiy  circumstance  under  which 
the  stipulations  will  actually  be  implemented. 

For  example,  key  environmental  protection  stipulations  in  alternative  D  for  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou  habitat  LUEA  and  in  alternative  E  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
caribou  habitat  and  goose  molting  habitat  LUEAs  can  be  modified  or  waived  "if  the 
lessee  can  demonstrate  that  the  restrictions  would  make  production  technically  infeasible 
or  economically  prohibitive,  and  can  demonstrate  that  the  goals  of  the  stipulation  can  be 
accomplished  through  alternative  means."  (DEIS,  p.  11-27.)  It  is  our  view  that  the 
ambiguities  of  this  loophole  fall  short  of  the  "maximum  protection"  standard  set  for  the 
Special  Areas  in  the  NPRP.^.  


The  situation  is  exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  the  DEIS  contains  no  scientific 
evidence  that  the  stipulations  will  be  adequate  in  mitigating  impacts  to  an  acceptable 
level.  To  our  knowledge,  no  systematic  review  of  the  effectiveness  of  individual 
stipulations  has  been  completed,  but  stipulations  similar  to  those  in  the  DEIS  have  failed 
to  prevent  significant  habitat  loss  and  degradation  elsewhere  across  the  North  Slope. 

In  addition,  the  DEIS  fails  to  describe  clearly  the  conditions  that  may  erode  the 
effectiveness  of  specific  stipulations.  For  example,  there  is  an  aircraft  flight  elevation 
stipulation  for  wintering  caribou  range,  during  certain  summer  periods  for  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  Caribou  Habitat  LUEA  and  within  two  miles  of  peregrine  falcon  nests  (stipulations 
56  and  57,  DEIS,  p.  11-33).  Tire  stipulations  may  sound  good  on  paper;  however,  the 
weather  typically  precludes  flying  at  the  specified  elevations  due  to  fog,  rain,  or  other 
conditions.  Thus  waivers  would  routinely  have  to  be  granted  if  flying  was  to  occur  at  all. 
The  DEIS  includes  no  information  on  the  daily  average  presence  of  conditions  which 
constrain  llighl  options. 


Although  there  is  a  long  list  of  stipulations  for  areas  to  bo  leased,  only  seven  of 
the  82  will  be  included  as  conditions  of  proposed  lease  sales.  The  remainder  are  to  be 
applied  at  the  permitting  stage,  including  stipulations  for  management  of  production 
wastes,  water  use  and  site  reclamation,  (This  is  in  sharp  contrast  to  BLM's  last  leasing 
program  in  the  NPR-A,  wherein  most  of  the  stipulations  were  applied  at  the  lease  sale 
stage.  ( 1 983  Final  BIS  and  ROD.))  Experience  has  shown  that  by  the  time  a  project  gets 
to  the  permitting  stage,  the  pressure  to  reduce  the  number  and  nature  of  stipulations  is 
greatly  increased. 

For  example,  with  the  Endicott  project,  British  Petroleum  fought  strongly  against 
permit  requirements  to  build  breaches  in  the  causeway  leading  to  the  project  that  would 
have  allowed  an  adequate  flow  of  water  to  maintain  natiu-al  temperature  and  nutrient 
regimes  in  the  nearshore  ecosystem.  BP  claimed  that  because  the  field  was  so  marginally 
profitable,  the  additional  costs  of  the  breaches  would  kill  the  project.  It  turned  out  that 
the  project  costs  ultimately  proved  to  be  $1.1  billion  less  than  BP  originally  budgeted 
while  the  estimated  cost  of  the  breaches  was  $66  million. 
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It  is  far  more  prudent  to  include  the  stipulations  as  lease  sale  conditions  so  that 
bidders  are  aware  at  the  onset  what  the  operating  criteria  will  be  for  development.  This 
gives  greater  predictability  to  industry  and  greater  mitigation  potential  to  managing 
agencies  while  providing  a  better  level  of  environmental  protection. 


In  some  cases,  stipulations  that  appear  to  provide  reasonable  mitigation  of  impacts 
from  development  activities  will  not  apply  to  all  industrial  activities  posing  nsks.  'fhe 
DEIS  does  not  explain  why  certain  activities  arc  excluded.  For  example,  a  prohibition  on 
activities  within  one  mile  of  polar  bear  dens  applies  only  to  "overland  moves,  seismic 
work,  and  any  similar  use  of  heavy  equipment"  (stipulation  20. a.,  DEIS,  p.  11-29.)    This 
would  seem  to  exclude  exploratory  drilling,  production  drilling,  or  constniction  of 
permanent  facilities,  including  pipelines  and  roads,  and  explicitly  does  not  apply  to  gravel 
extraction.  Such  activities  should  be  explicitly  added,  and  permits  for  any  activities 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  polar  bear  denning  habitats  identified  in  the  Polar  Bear 
Habitat  Conservation  Strategy  (U.S.  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  1 995)  .should  nat  be  issued 
unless  operators  have  first  obtained  authorizations  for  incidental  take  pursuant  to  the 
Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act,  and  have  committed  to  supporting  a  peer-reviewed 
monitoring  program.  (Stating  that  "operators  are  encouraged  to  obtain  letters  of 
authorization"  for  harassment  or  incidental  lake  of  polar  bears  is  not  a  legally  acceptable 
stipulation.) 

The  stipulations  for  mitigating  impacts  to  caribou  and  waterfowl  contained  in  the 
DEIS  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  were  products  of  the  "Teshekpuk  Lake  Area 
Caribou/Waterfowl  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop"  (Teshekpuk  Lake  Workshop) 
sponsored  by  BUM  May  2\-22, 1997.  (DEIS,  Appendix  E.) 


Specific  criteria  apparently  were  not  developed  for  a  specified,  desired  level  of 
protection  nor  for  an  acceptable  level  of  risk.  The  workshop  did  not  mclude  a  discussion 
by  experts  focused  on  using  the  best  scientific  information  for  defining  areas  of  vital 
importance  to  the  life  cycles  of  waterfowl  and  caribou  in  the  special  area,  and  did  not 
identify  areas  that  should  be  witlilield  from  leasing  because  the  risks  to  molting  geese  and 
caribou  were  too  great.    Tlte  limitations  of  the  workshop  discussion  and  proceedings  are 
reflected  in  the  lease  stipulations  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  contained  in  the 
DEIS,  and  even  workshop  participants  appear  to  have  been  very  uncomfortable  with 
some  of  these  outcomes.  

A  bias  toward  oil  development  is  also  reflected  in  stipulation  24,  (DEIS,  p.  11-30), 
which  gives  holders  of  leases  within  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Habitat  LUEA 
responsibility  for  designing  and  implementing  monitoring  studies  for  caribou.  This 
stipulation  differs  from  the  one  suggested  by  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Workshop.  The  final 
stipulation  which  emerged  from  the  workshop  stated,  "...Lessees  shall  fund  these  studies 
in  proportion  to  acreage  leased.  The  studies  shall  be  designed  and  the  ensuing  work 
awarded  through  a  joint  slate/federal.^orough  oversight  committee,"  (DEIS,  p.  Appendix 
E-25.)  The  DEIS  offers  no  explai\ation  for  abandonment  of  the  independent  monitoring 
program.  While  it  is  appropriate  for  tlie  lessees  to  fund  the  studies  as  part  of  the  price 
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paid  for  the  opportunity  to  exploit  publicty-owrted  resources  for  private  gain,  it  is  not 
appropriate  to  have  the  lessees  control  design  and  implementation  of  necessary  studies. 
Contracting  and  decisions  about  the  scope,  design,  implementation  and  review  of 
monitoring  studies  under  all  alternatives  should  be  carried  out  by  the  state,  federal  and 
local  natural  resource  agencies  who  are  responsible  under  law  for  managing  these 
resources. 


Stipulations  relating  to  subsistenceconcems,  i.e.,  stipulations  61,  62  and  64,  refer 
to  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Pane!  (DEIS,  p.  Ii-33),  but  it's  not  clear  whether  these  are 
references  to  the  existing  federal  subsistence  advisory  board  (and  its  regional  panel)  or  to 
die  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  that  was  described  in  the  recommendations  that  emerged 
from  the  NPR-A  Subsistence  Impact  Analysis  Workshop  (NPR-A  Subsistence 
Workshop)  sponsored  by  BLM  August  19-21, 1997  (DEIS,  Appendix  F).  If  the  reference 
is  to  the  latter,  the  DEIS  should  explain  that  BLM  has  accepted  the  workshop 
recommendation  and  intends  to  establish  a  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  In  addition,  a 
description  of  the  Panel,  including  siM,  membership  and  funding  sources,  should  be 
included.  If  the  panel  will  operate  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Advisoiy  Committee  Act,  as 
specified  in  the  workshop  recommendation,  this  needs  to  be  made  clear.  If  not,  the 
operating  procedures  for  the  panel  should  be  spelled  out.  Finally,  it  is  not  clear  why  the 
Advisory  Panel  recommendation  emerging  fiom  the  workshop  includes  only  voting 
members  from  the  village  of  Nuiqsut.  Representatives  of  other  villages  in  the  region  who 
utilize  the  migratory  wildlife  resources  of  the  NPR-A,  e.g.,  waterfowl,  caribou,  fish  and 
polar  bears,  should  have  a  voting  membership  on  the  panel.  Given  the  importance  ol'lhc 
migratory  waterfowl  resources  ofthe  northeastern  NPR-A  to  subsistence  users 
throughout  Alaska  and  Canada  two  or  more  representatives  of  subsistence  users  outside 
the  region  should  be  included,  e.g.,  tlic  Waterfowl  Conservation  Committee  of  the 
Association  of  Village  Council  Presidents  and  a  Canadian  representative  from 
communities  that  rely  on  waterfowl  and  other  migratory  birds. 


To  ensure  adequate  protection  of  subsistence  resources,  we  recommend  that 
resolutions  reached  during  Uie  consultation  process  described  in  stipulation  64  for 
resolving  coni^icts  with  development  projects,  including  any  conflict  avoidance 
agreements  developed,  should  be  attached  to  exploration,  development,  or  production 
plans  for  these  projects.  In  addition,  consultations  should  be  required  for  subsequent 
modifications  of  exploration,  development  or  production  plans  and  pennits  for  these 
projects,  Many  potential  conflicts  may  not  he  apparent  until  specific  pennits  are 
proposed,  and  therefore  subsequent  conlliet  avoidance  agreements  may  be  required.  Any 
monitoring  program  for  determining  the  effects  of  oil  activities  on  subsistence 
(stipulation  61 ,  DHS,  p.  li-33)  should  be  subject  to  scientific  peer  review  and  approval 
by  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  As  with  the  other  stipulations,  the  subsistence 
stipulations  should  be  included  as  leasing  program  and  lease  sale  conditions,  not  pcmiit 
conditions. 
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In  addition  to  the  concerns  outlined  above,  we  have  the  following  specific 
concerns  regarding  the  proposed  stipulations  for  mitigating  impacts  from  potential 
development  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A: 


Stipulations  21-23  does  not  contain  a  prohibition  on  new  gravel  pads  or  artificial  islands 
for  exploratory  drilling,  and  there  should  be  a  blanket  requirement  for  winter-only 
drilHng.  


Stipulation  25  does  not  prohibit  exploratory  wells  or  pipelines.  The  explicit  allowance  for 
waiver  or  exception  under  Alternative  E  is  inappropriate. 


Stipulation  26  does  not  restrict  temporaiy  structures,  including  drill  rigs  or  water 
withdrawal  facilifies.  It  also  should  .specify  that  it  applies  to  already  disturbed  sites  such 
as  Lonely  DEW-Line  Station  or  gravel  pads  remaining  from  earlier  exploratory  activities. 


Stipulation  27  does  not  prohibit  soHd-fill  gravel  causeways. 


Stipulation  34  allows  construction,  including  sand  and  gravel  extraction  and  transport, 
pipeline  and  pad  construcfion,  and  drilling  in  the  goose  molting  LUEA  in  Alternative  B- 
E,  with  all  activities  except  drilling  suspended  from  June  5  to  August  20  unless 
authorized.  There  is  not  a  similar  seasonal  restriction  for  the  caribou  LUEA  that  covers 
the  caribou  calving  period. 


PROPOSED  LAND  TRADES  MUST  BE  ANALYZED  BEFORE  FURTHER 
ACTION  IN  NPR-A  IS  CONSIDERED. 


If  Interior  intends  to  entertain  or  support  a  land  trade,  then  the  issue  should  be 
addressed  now,  before  (he  planning  process  for  the  northeastern  NPR-A  proceeds  any 
further.  We  do  not  believe  a  land  trade  within  the  NPR-.A  is  in  keeping  with  the  purposes 
for  which  the  Reserve  was  established.  Nonetheless,  a  discussion  of  land  trades  has 
begun.  The  State  of  Alaska,  several  North  Slope  organizations  and  at  least  one  federal 
agency  have  taken  a  position  on  land  trades.  Any  land  trade  would  obviously  have 
substantial  impacts  upon  tlie  planning  and  management  ofthe  Reserve  and  should  not  be 
considered  by  Interior  unless  it  is  carefully  scrutinized  now,  before  Uiis  process  goes 
foi'ward.  It  should  also  he  noted  that  any  land  trade  in  the  NPR-A  would  require 
Congressional  approval  and,  we  believe,  require  preparation  of  a  Legislative 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (LEIS). 


VI.        CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

Upon  review  ofthe  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plait'T^nvironment  Impact  Statement 
for  the  northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  (DEIS),  we  conclude  that  it  is  not 
appropriate  to  open  the  Reserve  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  at  this  time.  The 
DEIS  fails  to  articulate  how  a  decision  to  allow  oil  development  in  the  NPR-A  would 
ftilfiU  the  purposes  for  which  tlie  Reserve  was  established,  i.e.,  to  serve  the  energy  nee^ls 


068 

069 
070 

071 

072 


073 


31 


32 


V-344 


of  the  nation.  There  is  a  paucity  of  information  in  the  DEIS  regarding  the  size  and  extent 
of  oil  reserves  in  the  northeast  NPR-A,  and  the  document  contains  no  discussion 
regarding  the  nature  of  the  West  Coast  oil  markcl  and  current  export  levels  for  ANS  crude 
oil.  There  is  no  discussion  of  current  demand  or  ahcmatives  for  meeting  that  demand. 
BLM's  failure  to  address  these  issues  leads  to  a  conclusion  that  the  consideration  of  oil 
development  in  the  KPR-A  is  based  on  immediate  expediency  and  not  on  a  rational 
energy  policy. 

We  strongly  recommend  the  question  of  oil  development  in  the  NPR-A  be 
undertaken  with  more  attention  given  to  the  nation's  energy  needs  and  alternatives  to 
meeting  these  needs.  The  role  that  the  energy  resources  of  the  NPR-A  could  fill  in  a 
comprehensive  national  energy  policy,  taking  into  consideration  the  predictions  for 
continued  increase  in  ANS  crude  production  and  continued  stability  of  the  export  market 
for  ANS  ciiide  should  be  analyzed  and  discussed  in  a  new  draft  document. 

We  do  feel  it  is  (imely  to  consider  management  strategies  for  protecting  the 
surface  resources  of  the  KPR-A,  particularly  in  light  of  expanding  oil  development  to  the 
east  of  the  Reserve  and  potential  development  offshore  to  the  north.  We  recommend  that 
such  management  strategies  be  incorporated  into  a  larger  strategy  for  the  American  Arctic 
that  considers  the  fisheries,  wildlife  and  wilderness  resources  of  America's  only  Arctic 
ecosystem,  evaluates  the  cumulative  and  ongoing  hnpacts  of  oil  development  in  the 
region,  and  identifies  areas  that  should  receive  pennanent  protection, 

Ample  evidence  is  currently  available  to  BLM  indicating  tliat  tlie  wildlife  and 
wilderness  resources  encompassed  within  the  Teshekpuk  and  Colville  River  Special 
Areas  in  tiie  northeastern  NPR-A  should  be  considered  for  pennanent  protection.  The 
Secretary  not  only  has  the  authority  to  present  recommendations  to  Congress  for 
wilderness  and  refuge  designations  within  the  NPR-A,  but  under  the  auUioritics  of  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act,  the  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands 
Conser\'ation  Act,  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act,  and  The  Wilderness 
Act.  the  Secretary  can  take  administrative  action  to  permanently  protect  these  areas. 

We  commend  the  BLM  for  giving  consideration  to  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  for  the  Colville  and  encourage  the  agency  to  move  forv^'ard  with  that 
proposal.  The  boundaries  for  this  conservation  area  should  encompass  the  existing 
Colville  River  Special  Area,  and  management  strategies  for  the  river  corridor  should 
include  protection  of  historic  and  archeological  sites  and  continued  access  for  subsistence 
users,  as  well  as  adequate  protection  for  the  wildlife  resources  sustained  by  this  unique 
riverine  habitat. 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  should  be  accorded  permanent  protection  that 
prohibits  any  leasing,  or  industrial  development,  including  support  facilities  and 
transportation  infrastructure.  The  rich  and  varied  waterfowl  resources  of  the  region 
warrant  full  protection.  In  considering  future  management  options  for  this  Special  Area, 
protection  of  these  resources  should  be  paramount  given  their  importance  to  subsistence 


users  in  the  region  and  throughout  Alaska  and  Canada,  as  well  as  their  importance  to 
hunters  and  wildlife  watchers  in  the  Pacific  and  Central  Flyways  and  across  the  continent. 
For  both  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas,  permanent  protection 
should  be  secured  before  any  further  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  is 
permitted  in  the  NPR-A. 

In  addition,  we  think  it  is  timely  to  evaluate  the  wildlife  and  wilderness  resources 
within  the  NPR-A  outside  (he  boundaries  of  the  designated  Special  Areas,  and  give 
consideration  to  what  levels  of  protection  these  resources  may  warrant.  We  disagree  with 
the  rationale  BLM  provided  in  the  DEIS  for  not  considering  any  lands  within  the  NPR-A 
for  designation  as  wilderness,  and  suggest  that.  Clearly,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has 
the  discretionary  authority  to  conduct  such  a  review.  We  recommend  that  he  do  so. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention  to  our  concerns  and  recommendations.  We 
look  forward  to  reviewing  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  again  suggest 
that  an  opportunity  for  public  review  of  the  proposed  action  and  selected  alternative  be 
provided  prior  to  promulgation  of  the  Record  of  Decision  regarding  management  of  the 
northeast  NPR-A. 
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1851-001 

In  January  1998,  the  Departmenl  of  Energy  issued  a  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy  for 
public  comment.  Three  of  the  objectives  of  this  strategy  are  to: 

►  reduce  the  vulnerability  of  the  U.S.  economy  to  disruptions  in  oil  supply,  in  part  by  first  slopping 
and  then  reversing  the  decline  in  domestic  oil  production  by  2005; 

►  grow  domestic  energy  production  in  an  environmentally  responsible  manner,  using  advanced 
technology  to  recover  more  oil  from  reservoirs  without  significant  environmental  degradation, 
and  supporting  policies  to  allow  our  natural  gas  supply  to  grow  by  6  trillion  cubic  feet  by  2010; 
and 

►  accelerate  the  development  and  market  adoption  of  environmentally  friendly  technologies, 
including  climate-friendly  technologies  that  use  natural  gas  in  ways  that  generate  economic 
benefits  while  reducing  greenhouse-gas  emissions. 

The  BLM  believes  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  to  be  consistent  with  these 
goals. 

The  Departmenl  of  Interior's  fiscal  year  1981  appropriations  act  (P.L.  96-514  codified  at  42  U.S.C.  Sec. 
6508)  mandated  lands  within  the  NPR-A  be  offered  for  competitive  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

There  shall  be  conducted,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  and  pursuant  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary  may  prescribe,  an  expeditious  program  of 
competitive  leasing  of  oil  and  gas  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska: 
Provided,  the  (1)  activities  undertaken  pursuant  to  this  section  shall  include  or 
provide  for  such  conditions,  restrictions,  and  prohibition  as  the  Secretary  deems 
necessary  or  appropriate  to  mitigate  reasonable  foreseeable  and  significantly  adverse 
effects  on  the  surface  resources  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska 

The  commenl  regarding  the  export  of  Alaskan  North  Slope  crude  oil  is  addressed  in  Response  1851-004. 

The  cumulative-case  analysis  has  been  expanded  to  include  the  projects  listed  in  Table  IV. A. 5- 1    The 
cumulative  case  also  includes  the  analysis  of  the  potential  effects  of  oil-field  development  in  three  areas 
adjacent  to  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  and  a  road  that  connects  with  the  Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk 
road  system. 

The  comment  does  not  define  region  but  it  is  assumed  to  mean  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska.  Also  the 
comment  does  not  identify  likely  and  predictable  impacts  outside  the  region.  The  BLM  believes  the  final 
EIS  will  address  the  significant  issues,  both  within  and  outside  the  "region,"  formulated  during  the  scoping 
process  and  in  the  comments  received  on  the  draft  EIS.  Most  of  the  effects  that  occur  from  any  development 
thai  might  result  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  will  occur  on  the  Alaskan  North 
Slope.  The  analysis  in  the  EIS  also  includes  the  effects  on: 

►  terrestrial  (caribou  of  the  Western  Arctic  Herd)  and  marine  mammals  (such  as  beluga  and 
bowhead  whales)  thai  migrate  out  of  the  region; 

►  the  endangered  and  threatened  species  along  the  tanker  routes  from  Valdcz  to  refineries  along  the 
West  Coast  of  Ihe  U.S.; 

►  migratory  waterfowl  that  are  a  subsistence  resource  for  inhabitants  of  the  Yukon/Kuskokwim 
Delta  region  (added  for  the  final  EIS);  and 

►  the  economy  of  Southcentral  Alaska. 

The  BLM  believes  Ihe  alternatives  presented  in  the  EIS  provide  protection  for  the  resources  of  the  Northeast 
NPR-A  Planning  Area  and  adjacent  areas  within  the  context  of  Ihe  law  mandating  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The 
areal  deferral  alternatives.  Alternatives  A  through  E  provide  varying  levels  of  resource  protection  by  making 
various  parts  of  the  planning  area  unavailable  for  leasing.  The  stipulations  recognize,  and  lake  into 
consideration: 

►  different  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  will  have  different  effects  on  Ihe  environment,  and 
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►        advancements  in  petroleum  technologies  have  reduced  direct  impacts  to  the  environment  and  assumes 

this  trend  will  continue. 
The  stipulations  were  not  based  on  the  premise  that  they  must  not  "adversely  affect  the  viability  of 
potentially  commercial  [oil]  discoveries"  as  noted  in  the  comment.  This  statement  was  taken  out  of  context. 
The  intent  was  to  indicate  one  of  the  assumptions  used  to  estimate  activity  levels  shown  in  Tables  FV.A.l.b- 
2andlV.A.I.b-3. 

The  concern  regarding  land  exchanges  is  addressed  in  Response  0106-003. 

1851-002 

Congress  in  1980  (P.L.  96-514)  authorized  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  and  directed  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
to  undertake  "an  expeditious  program  of  competitive  leasing  of  oil  and  gas"  in  the  Reserve.  That  program 
ceased  after  1984,  when  interest  in  leasing  declined.  Because  there  is  interest  in  leasing  again,  BLM  is 
examining  whether  and  how  it  inight  best  exercise  its  authority  to  lease  in  the  NPR-A. 

Existing  legislation  does  not  require  that  the  governinent  demonstrate  an  immediate  need  for  oil.  Basing 
leasing  decisions  on  an  immediate  need  would  be  inappropriate,  given  that  discovery  and  dehneation  of 
prospective  fields  and  building  the  production  and  delivery  infrastructure  takes  at  least  5  years.  It  is  self 
evident  that  the  nation  requires  petroleum  resources.  The  most  recent  government  statement  on  this  issue  is 
embodied  in  the  Departinent  of  Energy's  draft  Comprehensive  National  Energy  Strategy.  The  Department 
calls  for  stopping  and  reversing  the  decline  in  domestic  oil  production  by  2005.  For  more  on  how  the 
Department  views  the  NPR-A's  role  in  addressing  the  Nation's  energy  needs,  see  their  comment  letter 
printed  elsewhere  in  this  section. 

For  more  discussions  on  the  role  of  the  NPR-A  in  the  nation's  energy  future  and  the  puipose  of  the  Reserve, 
see  Sections  l.A.  and  I.E.  1  of  the  EIS. 

1851-003 

The  environmental  analysis  in  the  lAP/EIS  is  based  on  several  hypothetical  development  scenarios  tied  to 
estimates  of  undiscovered  resource  potential.  There  are  many  assumptions  and  inherent  uncertainties,  in 
attempting  to  predict  future  activiries.  We  fully  acknowledge  other  scenarios  may  be  equally  plausible,  and 
that  changing  information  could  result  in  a  change  in  resource  estimates.   An  accurate  accounting  of  oil 
reserves  is  possible  only  after  the  production  cycle  is  completed,  perhaps  decades  into  the  future.  Given  that 
environmental  analysis  and  decisions  regarding  leasing  must  be  done  now,  we  are  forced  to  estimate  future 
production  volumes  based  on  the  available  data. 

Differences  of  opinion  about  future  oil  prices  are  as  common  as  the  number  of  economists  making  the 
predictions.  We  have  simply  used  a  range  in  prices  to  define  reasonable  limits  for  environmental  analysis. 
Our  economic  analysis  concluded  that  if  long-term  prices  average  <$15  per  barrel,  new  stand-alone 
developments  in  remote  areas  of  the  NPR-A  will  not  be  commercially  viable.  "Reasonable"  levels  of 
activities  are  assumed  to  correspond  to  oil  prices  between  $18  and  $30  per  barrel.  We  do  not  iinply  that 
long-term  oil  prices  will  average  $30,  only  that  this  price  and  the  corresponding  resource  volume  provide  an 
upper  limit  to  activity  levels.  It  is  possible,  as  many  commentors  have  claimed,  that  greater  volumes  of  oil 
could  be  recovered  at  normal  ($18)  prices  through  the  use  of  advanced  technology.  Because  we  cannot 
accurately  predict  the  effects  of  advanced  technology,  the  higher  price  ($30)  provides  a  reasonable,  upper- 
range  indicator  of  future  production  activities. 

1851-004 

Currently,  the  U.S.  imports  about  half  of  its  oil  resources.  From  a  national  balance  of  payments  and  long- 
range  national  security  interest,  the  dependence  on  foreign  countries  for  such  an  important  commodity  puts 
the  U.S.  at  risk.  We  participate  in  a  global  economy,  and  the  price  of  oil  is  governed  by  the  global  market. 
Transportation  costs  of  getting  oil  to  the  markets  is  a  real  cost  that  affects  what  consumers  and  users  pay. 


When  we  import  more  foreign  goods  than  we  export  U.S.  goods,  we  must  make  up  the  difference  with 
dollars.  The  negative  balance  of  payments  weakens  the  buying  power  of  the  dollar,  and  we  all  must  pay 
more  in  real  costs  for  the  goods  that  we  as  consumers  use.  Furthermore,  our  dependence  as  a  nation  on 
foreign  oil  makes  us  susceptible  to  another  oil  embargo  like  the  one  of  1973  and  the  economic  havoc  it 
created.  Because  our  national  economy  is  affected  by  the  cost  of  energy,  the  maintenance  of  a  strong  and 
viable  oil  and  gas  industry  in  the  long  term  is  desirable.  However,  the  production  of  oil  or  local  supply  and 
demand  in  the  U.S.  is  not  uniform  across  the  nation.  Some  areas  have  little  or  no  production  and  must  bring 
oil  and  energy  products  into  the  area  by  tanker  or  pipeline.  Other  areas,  such  as  the  West  Coast,  have  a 
surplus.  This  same  phenomenon  occurs  with  other  products,  and  the  U.S.  has  developed  a  superior 
transportation  system  to  move  goods  to  market.  However,  this  movement  of  goods  results  in  a  transportation 
cost  that  must  be  incorporated  into  the  cost  of  the  product. 

From  an  economic  standpoint,  it  does  not  matter  whether  Alaskan  oil  is  produced  and  exported  to  another 
nation  or  "exported"  to  another  State.  The  final  value  and  net  economic  value  of  the  oil  is  affected  by  the 
transportation  costs.   If  a  systein  develops  to  export  Alaskan  oil  to  the  Far  East  while  importing  foreign  oil  to 
the  East  Coast  (at  a  lower  net  transportation  cost,  then  the  national  economy  and  net  balance  of  trade  are 
affected  because  overall  transportation  costs  have  been  reduced.  If  during  a  time  of  crisis,  such  as  another 
oil  embargo,  Alaskan  oil  production  could  be  diverted  to  other  locations  within  the  U.S.,  the  economics  of 
transporting  oil  would  be  altered. 

Encouraging  and  maintaining  a  strong  viable  oil  and  gas  industry  in  the  U.S.  keeps  the  capital,  keeps  jobs 
associated  with  oil  production,  and  helps  create  a  strong  economy. 

1851-005 

The  resource  assessinent  for  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  used  subjective  methodologies  and 
computer  models  that  do  not  require  the  identification  of  the  exact  location  of  hydrocarbon  pools.  However, 
if  the  decision  is  made  to  conduct  leasing  in  a  portion  of  the  planning  area  it  is  the  government's 
responsibility  to  assure  that  fair  market  value  is  obtained  for  leases.  Bids  submitted  by  industry  are 
evaluated  by  an  independent  team  of  geoscientists  to  determine  whether  adequate  value  (net  present  worth) 
has  been  offered  for  each  lease.  For  this  exercise,  an  accurate  map  is  needed  of  the  subsurface  resen'oir  in 
relation  to  the  established  tract  boundaries.  The  newly-acquired  seismic  data  supplements  older  seismic- 
survey  data,  and  will  contribute  to  our  tract-evaluation  efforts.   If  they  are  requested,  new  maps  will  be 
incorporated  into  revised  resource  assessments  in  the  future.  However,  the  location  of  new  fields  will  be 
defined  only  after  wells  are  drilled  to  test  depth  of  reservoirs.  Commercial  deterininations  usually  require  a 
number  of  delineation  or  appraisal  wells,  in  addifion  to  a  specially  designed  seismic  survey  (typically  a  3-D 
survey).  Without  drilling,  current  technology  will  allow  only  the  identity  of  trapping  structures  that  could 
possibly  hold  hydrocarbons.  The  government  could  conclude  that  leasing  and  drilling  is  the  most  effective 
way  to  accurately  evaluate  the  resource  potential  in  the  NPR-A. 

1851-006 

The  description  of  the  affected  environment  is  not  intended,  nor  is  it  required,  to  be  encyclopedic  (40  CFR 
1502.15).  In  the  EIS  Sections  III  and  fV,  the  description  of  the  environment  and  an  analysis  of  impacts, 
bring  to  bear  for  the  decision  process  the  best  available  scientific  inforination  and  obser\'ations  of 
experienced,  lifelong  local  residents.  As  described  in  Section  VI,  the  BLM  and  MMS,  who  played  a 
substantial  role  in  drafting  the  LAP/EIS,  have  sought  out  local  knowledge  and  scientific  advice.  These 
efforts  included  scoping  meetings;  a  symposium  in  April  1997  that  brought  together  some  leading  scientific 
and  traditional  knowledge  experts  on  the  resources  in  the  planning  area;  a  workshop  in  May  1997  on 
waterfowl  and  caribou  that  was  attended  by  leading  biologists  from  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  resource 
agencies;  a  workshop  focusing  on  subsistence  attended  by  representatives  of  North  Slope  villages;  and  a 
rigorous  peer  review  of  the  data  and  analysis  of  drafts  of  the  draft  lAP/EIS.  We  are  incorporating  new 
information  and  making  other  corrections  and  clarifications  based  on  specific  suggestions  for  changes 
provided  during  the  comment  period  on  the  draft. 
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1851-007 

The  commenter's  request  to  include  "maps  showing  the  known  locations  of  fish  spawning,  rearing,  and 
overwintering  habitats  by  anadromous,  freshwater,  and  marine  species,"  complete  with  survey  locations  and 
dates  studied,  is  beyond  the  scope  of  an  EIS.  The  studies  cited  in  the  draft  EIS  are  among  the  best  available. 
They  provide  a  substantial  body  of  baseline  information  that  is  considered  more  than  adequate  to  assess  the 
likely  effects  of  the  activities  discussed  in  the  draft  EiS.  Further  information  concerning  the  specific  design, 
location,  and  timing  of  future  individual  activities  is  unavailable  at  this  time.  It  is  this  reality  that  precludes 
the  possibility  of  developing  a  more  intensive  site-specific  effects  analysis  for  individual  activities,  not  the 
lack  of  maps,  or  baseline  fisheries  information. 

1851-008 

For  concerns  about  the  sufficiency  of  the  analysis,  please  see  Response  1 85 1  -006, 

The  lAP/ElS  has  specifically  reviewed  whether  additional  lands  might  appropriately  be  added  to  the  existing 
Special  Areas.  The  Preferred  Alternative  and  Alternatives  B  through  D  would  add  the  Pik  Dunes  to  the 
Teshekpuk  Lakes  Special  Area. 

1851-009 

The  unique  character  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  identified  in  several  special  ways  in  the  EIS;  these  include: 
Section  III.B.3.  Fish  (As  noted  in  the  Comment) 

Teshekpuk  Lake  is  reported  to  have  the  greatest  species  diversity  (1 1  species) 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  in  Sections  1.B.2,  and  III.B.l: 

■contains  significant  subsistence,  recreational,  fish  and  wildlife,  historical  or  scenic  value 
■includes  important  nesting,  staging,  and  molting  habitat  for  a  large  number  of  ducks,  geese  and 
swans 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Management  Zone  in  Section  III.B.l 

■includes  values  for  caribou  and  waterfowl 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Watershed  Land  Use  Emphasis  Area  (LUEA)  in  Section  II.B.  1 

■includes  the  Teshekpuk  lake  watershed  within  the  boundaries  of  the  planning  area  and  notes: 
nthis  LUEA  is  one  of  the  most  productive,  diverse,  and  unique  wetland  ecosystems  on  the 
North  Slope 

°the  lake's  range  of  habitat  types  includes  a  20-ft  deep  basin  and  a  complex  shoreline  with 
bays,  spits,  lagoons,  island,  beaches,  and  extensive  shoal  areas 
Other  LUEA's 

In  addition  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Watershed  LUEA,  there  are  four  other  LUEA's  that  include 
the  lake  or  border  the  lake;  including: 

□Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA  (Sec.  II.B. 2  and  Fig.  1I.B.2) 
nSpectacled  Eider  Breeding  Range  LUEA  (Sec.  11.B.3  and  Fig.  II.B.3) 
DTeshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Habitat  LUEA  (Sec.  1I.B.4  and  Fig.  II.B.4) 
oFish  Habitat  LUEA  (Sec.  I1.B.5  and  Fig.  II.B.5) 

In  addition,  there  are: 

■9  figures  in  Section  II1.B.4  showing  the  density  of  various  species  of  birds  in  the  planning  area 
■a  figure  in  Section  III. B. 5. a  showing  the  summer  and  winter  use  of  the  planning  area  by  caribou 
■a  figure  in  Section  111. B. 5. a  showing  moose,  muskox,  and  wolverine  habitat  areas  in  the  NPR-A 
■three  figures  in  Section  III.B.6  showing  distribution  of  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders  in  and  the 
planning  area 

■five  figures  in  Section  1I1.C.3  showing  subsistence  use  areas  in  and  around  Teshekpuk  Lake,  and 
■a  figure  in  Section  11L1.C.6  showing  the  rivers  flowing  into  or  out  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  that  have  been 
reviewed  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Status, 

While  additional  research  would  be  useful,  BLM  believes  there  is  enough  information  available  about 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  resources  of  the  area  to  analyze  the  potential  effects  of  oil  and  gas  exploration. 


development  on  the  lake,  and  its  resources.  The  comment  does  not  identify  specific  field  studies,  or  any 
additional  literature  sources  that  might  be  used  to  describe  the  Teshekpuk  Ijke  environment  and  analyze  the 
effects  of  oil  and  gas  development. 

1851-010 

Each  of  the  areas  identified  was  highlighted  for  its  special  values  in  the  lAP/ElS.  Indeed,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  recognizes  each  of  the  areas  for  special  consideration  and/or  restrictions,  including  restrictions 
on  permanent  surface  structures. 

1851-011 

We  disagree  with  the  broad  conclusion  that  assumptions  regarding  oil-field  development  are  incomplete, 
unsupported,  and  the  potential  impacts  are  understated.   Let  us  restate  a  qualifying  remark  on  page  rV-A-6 
of  the  draft  lAP/EIS:  "Although  the  activities  described  in  this  report  are  applicable  in  a  general  sense,  the 
actual  timing  and  location  of  commercial-sized  discoveries  cannot  accurately  be  predicted.  Future 
petroleum  projects  in  the  NPR-A  are  likely  to  have  special  geologic  and  environmental  conditions,  and  each 
project  could  require  a  unique  site-specific  approach  to  development."  lAP/lS  readers  should  be  aware  of 
the  uncertainties  of  predicting  the  ultimate  character  of  activities  that  may  or  may  not  unfold  decades  into 
the  future.  To  generate  reasonable  scenarios  for  the  foreseeable  future,  we  believe  it  is  prudent  to  base  our 
projections  on  current,  state-of-the-art  engineering  designs,  particularly  those  that  have  been  reviewed  and 
approved  by  responsible  governmental  agencies.  Relying  on  decades-old  "proven  technology,"  which  is 
obsolete  by  current  standards,  is  not  a  realistic  model  for  future  development.  In  the  same  way,  we  are 
reluctant  to  employ  technologies  that  have  not-yet  been  created.  Although,  we  fully  realize  that  technology 
will  advance  in  the  future.  As  a  working  definition,  we  carefully  consider  concepts  that  are  "reasonable  and 
foreseeable."  We  realize  that  other  ideas  are  possible  and  no  one  can  consistently  predict  the  future. 

With  regards  to  "roadless"  development,  one  must  consider  the  many  factors  unique  to  the  specific  project 
site,  among  which  are  distance  to  existing  infrastructure,  availability  of  construction  matenals,  costs,  and  the 
environmental  impact  of  a  permanent  road.  For  modest-sized  fields  (by  North  Slope  standards),  roadless 
development  is  a  win-win  strategy.  It  is  cheaper  for  industry  and  creates  less  environmental  disruption.  It 
should  be  recognized  that  remote  fields  can  be  connected  by  ice  roads  that  allow  transportation  of  heavy 
equipment  and  supplies  for  4  to  .'i  months  during  the  winter.  Remote  fields,  in  addition  to  ice  roads,  have 
alternate  transportation  systems  (marine  landing  facilities  and/or  airstrips).  With  regard  to  future  activities 
in  the  NPR-A,  we  assumed  in  the  draft  lAP/EIS  that  pennanent  roads  would  not  be  constructed  for  typical 
new  developments  for  these  main  reasons: 

1 .  Generally  smaller  field  sizes,  compared  to  muldbillion  barrel  giants  like  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk,  could 
not  economically  support  the  high  cost  of  permanent  roads. 

2.  The  availability  of  suitable  road  construction  material  (gravel)  is  thought  to  be  limited  in  the  planning 
area. 

3.  The  environmental  impact  would  be  greater  for  permanent  roads,  and  would  likely  force  expensive  design 
modifications  before  approval. 

4.  Most  construction  activities  are  scheduled  for  winter  months  when  overland  travel  is  easier  (on  ice  roads) 
and  wildlife  impacts  are  significandy  lower. 

5.  Smaller  fields  in  the  NPR-A  will  not  require  the  scale  of  operations  necessary  to  maintain  the  multibillion 
barrel  giant  fields  on  the  North  Slope. 

In  the  final  lAP/EIS,  permanent  road  construction  will  be  limited  by  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations  27 
and  48.  In  addition,  while  we  believe  a  road  across  the  planning  area  under  any  circumstance  is  exceedingly 
unlikely,  we  have  analyzed  one  in  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  (see  Sec.  fV.H). 

Regarding  the  analysis  of  water  needs,  a  discussion  of  water  requirements  for  ice  roads  and  ice-drilling  pads 
is  in  Section  IV. A,  I  .b(3).  Water  needs  for  drilling  and  production  operations  are  discussed  in  Section 
IV, A.  1  .b(4).  Water  issues  associated  with  waterflooding  practices  are  in  Section  IV. A,  1  .b(-'i).  The  exact 
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location  of  water  sources  impacted  in  the  in  the  NPR-A  is  missing  from  these  discussions.  However,  an 
accurate  analysis  of  the  effects  of  draw-down  is  impossible  without  identifying  the  specific  water  source; 
this  fact  will  not  be  known  without  site-specific  knowledge  of  the  proposed  activity.  Normally,  a  permitting 
process  is  involved  with  significant  water  use  from  a  public  source,  and  permit  requirements  could  include 
surveys  of  potential  water  sources  and  monitoring  of  draw-down  effects.   It  is  premature  to  make  judgments 
of  effects  when  we  cannot  predict  the  location  or  scale  of  the  activity  (field  size). 

1851-012 

Please  see  Response  1851-025. 

1851-013 

Regarding  future  pipelines,  it  is  difficult  to  accurately  assess  the  environmental  consequences  of  pipeline 
corridors  without  knowing  the  location  of  new  commercial-sized  oil  fields.  The  timing  of  discovery  and 
development  also  will  play  a  major  role  in  the  design  of  pipeline  networks,  where  pipelines  constructed  for 
the  first  fields  could  be  used  by  later  projects.  A  general  picture  of  the  possible  routes  for  main  pipelines  is 
shown  in  Figure  fV.A.  1  .b-7.  An  attempt  to  portray  the  location  of  all  undiscovered  commercial  fields  and 
the  associated  pipeline  network  in  the  planning  area  is  extremely  speculative,  so  it  was  not  included.  We 
have  assumed  that  the  sales-oil  pipeline  from  Alpine  would  carry  at  least  some  of  the  oil  production  from  the 
NPR-A  to  the  existing  Kuparuk  sales-oil  pipeline.  The  TAPS  is  assumed  to  operate  as  the  regional  oil- 
transportation  system.  For  future  pipeline  corridors  in  the  NPR-A,  we  expect  that  route  surveys  and 
engineering  designs  will  minimize  adverse  effects  on  wildlife,  subsistence  activities,  and  natural 
environmental  conditions  (hydrology).  A  detailed  map  of  proposed  pipelines  would  be  available  for  public 
inspection  when  an  operating  plan  is  submitted  following  a  commercial  oil  discovery. 

1851-014 

The  environmental  consequences  of  all  alternatives  on  each  resource  have  been  assessed  using  the  available 
scientific  studies.  The  extent  and  precision  of  information  on  impacts  varies  among  resources  on  the  North 
Slope.  As  a  consequence,  we  are  able  to  provide  relatively  precise  assessments  of  possible  impacts  on  some 
resources,  while  in  other  cases  we  have  to  rely  on  the  best  professional  judgment.  It  should  be  noted  that  the 
impact  assessment  benefitted  from  peer  review  by  technical  specialists  outside  BLM  and  MMS  before  the 
draft  LAP/EIS  was  issued,  and  the  final  will  benefit  from  comments  submitted  on  the  draft.  Language 
indicating  that  impacts  and/or  recovery  may  not  be  detectable  above  natural  fluctuations  of  the  population 
are  intended  to  put  the  fluctuations  in  a  context,  and  not  to  dismiss  that  there  may  be  effects. 

1851-015 

The  example  referenced  by  the  commenter  (semi-palmated  sandpiper)  is  cited  as  an  extreine  case  in  Section 
rV.C.8.b(2).  Text  has  been  revised  to  indicate  that  other  species  studied,  except  the  red-necked  phalarope, 
also  exist  at  lower  densities  near  roads  than  in  unroaded  areas. 

1851-016 

The  assumptions  on  the  number  of  seismic  operations  is  an  average;  from  one  year  to  the  next,  fluctuations 
might  be  higher  or  lower  than  the  average.  Currently,  given  that  no  decision  has  been  reached  on  lands  in 
the  planning  area  that  might  be  leased,  oil  companies  may  be  gathering  information  speculating  that  a  lease 
will  be  held.  The  projections  of  the  level  of  seismic  activity  for  Alternative  A  assumes  that  this  LAP/EIS  will 
adopt  that  alternative,  and  no  leasing  would  occur.  If  there  is  to  be  no  leasing,  we  believe  it  is  appropriate  to 
forecast  minimal  seismic  operations  in  the  area,  because  oil  companies  would  not  anticipate  any  leasing 
opportunities. 

1851-017 

The  techniques  and  equipment  used  for  3-D  seismic  surveys  are  so  similar  to  those  used  for  2-D  surveys  that 
few,  if  any,  additional  impacts  are  anticipated  from  the  use  of  3-D  surveys.  The  main  difference  is  the  grid 
pattern,  where  3-D  survey  lines  tend  to  be  more  closely  spaced  than  2-D  surveys.  Other  aspects  of  the 
survey,  including  sound  source  (Vibroseis),  source  frequency  and  power,  recording  equipment  (geophones 


and  cables),  and  support  vehicles  are  essentially  the  same.  As  discussed  in  Section  IV.  A.  1  .b(3)(b)  Seismic 
Surveys,  a  typical  3-D  survey  would  use  more  personnel  and  cover  a  smaller  area  than  a  2-D  survey. 
Ground-impacfing  activities  caused  by  placing  geophones  in  the  design  array  (foot  traffic)  would  be  more 
concentrated.  Iitipacts  associated  with  camp  moves,  where  support  modules  are  pulled  by  tractors  to  a  new 
location,  would  be  considerably  less  for  a  localized  3-D  survey  as  compared  to  a  more  widespread  2-D 
survey  effort. 

1851-018 

While  the  information  about  historical  seismic  activities  would  be  useful,  it  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this 
LAP/EIS.  The  types  of  activities  that  could  have  some  effect  on  the  environment  were  taken  into 
consideration  when  developing  stipulations  for  Alternatives  A  through  E  and  Preferred  Alternative 
stipulations  applicable  to  seismic  operations  and  overland  moves.  Although  they  might  occur  as  the  result  of 
other  types  of  activities,  the  effects  of  oil  spills;  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  disturbance;  and  disturbance  and/or 
damage  to  cultural  and  archaeological  sites  or  private  property  have  been  analyzed  in  Section  fV  of  the  EIS. 

1851-019 

The  commenter  has  confused  a  brief,  generic  description  of  the  USEPA's  duties  in  Section  II  with  the 
analyses  of  effects  on  water  quality  and  air  quality.  Full  analyses  of  effects  on  water  and  air  quality  are  in 
Section  FV. 

1851-020 

While  it  may  be  true  that  initial  projections  of  gravel  requirements  for  Prudhoe  Bay  were  lower  than  actually 
required,  there  is  good  reason  to  believe  that  those  projected  in  this  lAP/EIS  are  more  reliable.  First,  current 
understanding  of  the  geology  of  the  planning  area  is  superior  to  that  used  3  decades  ago  in  projecting 
Prudhoe  Bay's  future.  For  example,  3-D  seismic  has  greatly  improved  geologic  knowledge.  Second,  as 
outlined  in  Response  1851-01 1,  oil  companies  have  a  great  incentive  to  avoid  using  gravel  for  both 
economic  and  environmental  reasons.  These  reasons  were  not  so  prevalent  on  State  lands  where  gravel  was 
widely  available.  Li  future  years,  advancements  in  technology  likely  will  focus  on  further  minimizing  needs 
for  gravel.  Finally,  the  alternatives  assume  oil  production  and  infrastructure  for  oil  at  S30  per  barrel,  a  price 
above  the  norm.  Consequently,  development  and  gravel  demand  is  likely  to  be  less  than  assumed  for  the 
analysis. 

1851-021 

The  BLM  has  expanded  Section  1I1.B.4  to  provide  additional  information  regarding  migratory  bird  treaties 
and  stakeholders  potentially  impacted  by  decisions  affecting  the  planning  area.  Additional  information 
regarding  cumulative  impacts  of  actions  and  development  outside  of  the  planning  area  is  analyzed  in  the 
cumulative  case.  The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  leasing  in  the  goose  molting  area  for  the  life  of  the 
lAP/EIS  and  restricts  surface  occupancy  south,  east,  and  west  of  Teshekpuk  Lake;  this  provides  further 
protection  for  goose  populations  in  the  Teshekpuk  region. 

1851-022 

Response  of  brant  to  aircraft  is  discussed  in  Section  IV.B.8.a(2). 

1851-023 

Stipulations  currently  appearing  in  the  EIS  would  prevent  major  hydrological  changes  and  alterarion  of 
critical  lakeshores  used  by  foraging  geese.  Sensitivity  of  brant  to  aircraft  is  discussed  in  Section  rV.B.8.a(2). 
Potential  energetic  consequences  of  brant  disturbance  can  only  be  inferred  at  this  time,  on  account  of,  energy 
costs  have  not  been  directly  measured.  Because  the  pertinent  studies  have  not  been  done,  the  commenter  is 
correct  in  stating  that  the  cumulative  risk  from  all  factors  may  not  be  acceptably  diminished.  However, 
stipulations  listed  in  Section  II  probably  would  decrease  risk  to  an  acceptable  level. 

1851-024 

The  statement  that  effects  along  river  corridors  has  been  underestimated  is  not  supported  by  any  additional 
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information.  Addilional  discussion  concerning  raptors  has  been  included  in  Section  IV.C.S.a.  and  b. 


past,  present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  State  leasing  actions. 


1851-025 

The  Cumulative  Case  analysis  in  the  final  EIS  has  been  expanded  to  include  potential  effects  from  the 
activities  listed  in  Section  IV. A, 5,  Table  rV,A.5-l.  The  potential  effects  of  these  activities  are  analyzed  in 
Section  IV. H,  Cumulative  Case  Analysis.  The  activities  list  includes  18  producing  oil  and  gas  fields — 5 
fields  that  are  being  developed  and/or  planned  (including  activities  associated  with  obtaining  the  required 
permits),  12  fields  that  are  hypothesized  to  be  developed  within  the  life  of  this  plan  (10-15  years),  and  10 
other  discoveries/fields  that  are  hypothesized  to  be  developed  after  10  or  15  years.  The  1996  production  rate 
and  reserves  for  the  producing  fields  are  shown  in  Table  rV.A.5-2.  The  infrastructure  and  facilities  for  the 
producing  fields  are  shown  in  Table  rV.A.5-3.  Estimated  reserves  and  proposed  infrastructure  and  facilities 
are  shown  in  Tables  IV. A. 5-4  and  5,  respectively,  for  the  fields  being  developed  or  planned.  Table  IV. A. 5-6 
shows  those  fields  that  might  be  developed  within  10  to  15  years  and  their  resource  estimates,  if  this 
information  is  available  to  the  public. 

For  a  variety  of  reasons,  some  discoveries  may  not  be  economic  to  develop  within  the  next  1 0  to  15  years. 
These  reasons  may  include  any  or  all  of  the  following: 

an  estimated  amount  of  oil  that  is  too  small  to  be  economically  developed, 

distance  from  existing  infrastructure,  or 
-       lack  of  appropriate  technology. 

Hypothesizing  when  these  discoveries  might  be  developed  is  speculative.  Industry  interest  in  developing 
these  fields  appears  to  be  low,  and  there  is  no  publically  available  information  about  planning  private  efforts. 
Any  potential  effects  that  might  be  associated  with  developing  these  discoveries/fields  would  be  based  on 
current  infonnation  and  knowledge.  Industry  has  been  developing  strategies  to  reduce  the  impacts 
associated  with  development,  and  it  seems  reasonable  to  expect  this  trend  to  continue.  Thus  future  impacts 
might  be  less  than  are  estimated  in  Section  IV. H  of  the  final  EIS. 

The  cumulative  case  includes  an  analysis  of  an  existing  pipeline  facility — the  TAPS — and  three  proposed 
natural  gas  facilities — the  TAGS,  ANGTS,  and  a  natural  gas  to  liquids  conversion  facility  (Table  IV. A. 5- lb). 

The  potential  effects  of  future  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  also  are  considered  in  the  cumulative  case  (Table 
rV.A.5-lc).  These  include: 

Federal  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  (OCS  Sales  170  and  176)  and  in  the  western  NPR-A 

and 

State  of  Alaska  areawide  sales  in  the  North  Slope,  Beaufort  Sea,  and  North  Slope  Foothills. 

The  level  of  activity  associated  with  future  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  is  very  speculative.  Until  exploration  wells 
are  drilled  and  evaluated,  there  is  no  way  of  knowing  the  resources  that  might  be  in  any  of  the  areas  that 
could  he  leased.   However,  some  hypothetical  scenarios  have  been  developed  to  analyze  the  potential  effects 
of  developing  three  oil  fields,  one  located  offshore  of  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planing  Area  north  or  northwest 
Smith  Bay  (please  see  Respon.se   1 85 1  -033),  in  an  area  west  of  the  planning  area,  and  on  Native  lands  near 
Nuiqsut  (Sec.  IV.  A. 5).  The  potential  effects  from  a  variety  of  activities  and  facilities  are  included  in  the 
analysis  of  these  scenarios.  These  activities  and  facilities  include:  a  pipeline  across  the  northern  part  of  the 
planning  area  north  of  Teshekpuk  L^ke,  another  pipeline  across  the  southern  part  south  of  the  lake;  onshore 
staging  for  offshore  development;  construction  and  supply  activities;  oil  spills;  and  a  gravel  road  connecdng 
possible  NPR-A  oil  fields  with  the  Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk  road  system. 

The  development  of  the  onshore  oil  fields  between  the  Canning  and  Colville  rivers  has  occurred  on  State  of 
Alaska  lands,  the  Slate  does  not  require  the  preparation  of  a  document  comparable  to  a  Federal  EIS.  The 
NEPA  requires  that  an  environmental  impact  statement  be  included  in  every  recommendation,  or  report  on 
proposed  legislation,  and  other  major  Federal  actions  significantly  affecting  the  quality  of  the  human 
environment.  Although  the  State  is  not  required  to  conduct  a  NEPA  analysis,  BLM  is  coiniiiitted  to  fully 
complying  with  the  requirements  of  Federal  law  including  a  cumulative  impacts  analysis  which  considers 


1851-026 

Table  IV.  A. 5-3  indicates  that  there  are  415  mi  of  active  pipelines  on  the  North  Slope.  This  estimate  was 
produced  by  a  Department  of  Energy  contractor  (Eg&G  Idaho,  Inc.  1991).  This  figure  will  be  used  in 
Section  IV. H,  the  Cumulative  Case.  It  is  common  on  the  North  Slope  to  "bundle"  pipelines,  that  is,  to  place 
other  types  of  pipelines  (noncrude  carriers)  within  the  same  pipeline  corridor.  The  1,100  mi  of  pipelines  you 
quote  may  be  partially  or  entirely  because  of  the  fact  that  multiple  numbers  of  pipelines  can  and  do  use  the 
same  pipeline  corridor  (1,100  mi  of  pipelines  but  415  mi  of  actual  pipeline  route). 

For  an  analysis  of  the  oil-field  related  road  systems,  please  see  Response   1851-027. 

1851-027 

Table  III.A.5-3  has  been  added  to  update  the  EIS  regarding  the  North  Slope  infrastructure.  Text  in  Section 
III.C.7  has  been  revised  accordingly.  Regarding  how  many  miles  of  roads  there  are  on  the  North  Slope,  a 
Department  of  Energy  contractor  placed  the  milage  at  384  in  a  later  publication  (Eg&G  Idaho,  Inc.,  1991). 
The  different  estimates  of  road  milage  may  stem  from  different  opinions  as  to  what  actually  constitutes  a 
road.  In  the  beginning  of  North  Slope  development,  gravel  roads  were  constructed  to  exploration  wells.  If 
the  wells  failed  to  produce,  the  gravel  road  and  exploration  pad  were  left  in  place,  relics  serving  no  purpose 
to  surrounding  field  development.  Subsequently,  the  State  has  worked  with  the  field  operators  to  incorporate 
relic  roads  into  field  development  strategies.  Relic  pads  and  serving  roads,  once  counted  as  active,  may  have 
served  as  a  convenient  source  of  gravel  for  other  road  and  pad  construction.  Table  rV.A.5-3  gives  figures  for 
total  acres  covered  by  gravel  from  all  infrastructure  sources. 

Regarding  how  NPR-A  roads  will  connect  to  the  Prudhoe  systein,  see  the  discussion  in  Section 

IV. A.  I  .b.(6)(e).  Under  the  Preferred  Alternative  permanent  road  connections  between  the  planning  area  and 

the  existing  road  network  to  the  east  is  prohibited. 

1851-028 

The  1987  study  was  used  in  developing  this  lAP/EIS.  The  updated  study  suggested  by  the  commenler  would 
be  an  interesting  and  valuable  one;  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to  complete  such  a  study  before  completing 
this  plan.  The  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  should  consider  the  commenter's  proposal. 

1851-029 

We  agree  that  there  are  significant  questions  related  to  the  amount  of  CO,,  methane,  and  other  greenhouse 
gases  that  may  originate  from  oil  and  gas  developments.  The  BLM  will  carefully  consider  such  information 
in  permitting  new  development  of  newly-discovered  resources  in  the  NPRA  and  will  require,  to  the  extent 
feasible,  that  the  latest  scientific  information  be  considered  and  the  best  available  technology  be  used  to 
minimize  omissions  and  reduce  contributions  of  such  ga.ses  to  the  global  atmosphere.   Please  see  Section 
llI.A.4.a,  which  has  been  added  to  the  final  EIS,  and  Response   1951-017. 

1851-030 

Please  see  Response  1851-025. 

1851-031 

The  purpose  of  the  lAP/EIS  is  to  address  potential  impacts  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  — not  to 
review  ongoing  operations  in  adjacent  areas.  The  impacts  from  actual  operations  are  used  as  representative 
models  to  analyze  potential  impacts  of  future  projects  in  similar  settings.  The  operations  in  areas  adjacent  to 
the  plan  area  are  included  in  the  Cumulative  Case  analysis. 

1851-032 

The  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk  oil  fields  are  likely  to  be  the  initial  staging  areas  for  exploration  or 
development  activity  in  the  NPR-A.  While  Umial  airport  may  become  a  staging  area  for  activities  in  the 
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planning  area;  especially,  if  developmenl  occurs  in  the  area  of  low  or  medium  oil  potential  in  the  southern 
part  of  the  area,  it  is  unlikely  to  become  a  hub  for  pipelines  or  roads  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Pipelines  will 
focus  on  connecting  oil  fields  with  the  pipeline  for  the  Alpine  development.  We  do  not  anticipate  that 
Umiat  would  attract  a  road.  If  an  oil  field  develops  very  near  Umiat,  it  might  prove  prudent  to  link  the  oil 
development  with  the  airport  instead  of  building  an  airstrip  at  the  developinent.  The  impacts  of  such  a  road 
essentially  would  be  the  same  as  a  road  connecting  the  infield  facilities  analyzed  in  Section  IV.  The  impacts 
associated  with  using  Umiat  as  a  center  for  air-based  or  other  operations  arc  properly  within  the  scope  of 
cumulative  analysis.  These  impacts  are  not  considered  to  be  substantial  because  Umiat  is  a  well-established 
facility  that  has  operated  for  decades  as  a  base  for  research  (including  oil  and  gas  exploration)  and  recreation 
trips  for  many  decades. 


1851-037 

Alpine  is  considered  to  be  a  reasonable  model  for  future  fields  in  the  NPR-A  (please  see  Responses  1652- 
036  and  1 660-08 1 )  for  a  number  of  reasons.  Although  exploration  activity  continues  in  the  Colville  River 
Delta,  no  other  development  plans  have  been  forinally  submitted;  therefore,  it  is  difficult  to  accurately 
describe  the  layout  or  coordination  of  future  facilities.  The  effects  of  projects  in  areas  outside  the  planning 
area  arc  discussed  in  the  Cumulative  Case  analysis  (Sec.  IV. H). 

1851-038 

Questions  regarding  "unproven  technology"  have  been  raised  and  responded  to  in  Responses  1652-031, 
1664-011,  and  1851-036.  To  summarize  these  comments: 


1851-033 

The  cumulative  case  has  been  expanded  to  include  the  potential  effects  associated  with  the  development  of 
an  oil  field  in  inarine  waters  north  or  northwest  of  the  NPR-A;  please  .see  Response  1 85 1  -0 1 2. 

The  oil-spill  scenario  presented  by  the  commenter  was  based  on  a  high-case  resource  estimate  of  3.9  billion 
barrels  of  oil  for  OCS  Oil  and  Gas  Ixase  Sale  144.  There  is  a  5-percent  probability  of  finding  this  amount  of 
oil.  Also,  the  resource  estimate  was  based  on  an  area  of  9.8  inillion  acres  in  the  sale  area.  Sale  144,  held  is 
September  1996,  resulted  in  leasing  about  100,000  acres  or  about  one  percent  of  the  sale  area.  The  amount 
of  oil  that  might  be  discovered  and  produced  as  the  result  of  Sale  1 44  is  expected  to  be  considerably  less 
than  3.9  Bbbl. 

1851-034 

Please  see  Response  1851-025.  Also,  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  not  permit  pipelines  to  cross  the 
northern  part  of  the  planning  area,  nor  would  it  allow  shore-based  facilities  for  offshore  production. 

1851-035 

Please  see  Response   1851-025.  The  cuinuladve  impact  analysis  has  been  revised  to  address  the 
construction  of  a  road  linking  hypothetical  oil  and  gas  development  west  of  the  Ikpikpuk  River  to  the 
Alaskan  road  network  via  the  planning  area  and  Deadhorse.  This  type  of  road  would  not  factor  into  the 
cumulative  analysis  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  because  that  alternative  prohibits  such  a  road.  The  analysis 
does  not  discuss  impacts  from  coal  developmenl;  we  believe  that  any  coal  development  most  likely  would 
require  a  link  to  saltwater  through  the  road  associated  with  the  Red  Dog  mine. 

1851-036 

The  final  permits  for  the  Alpine  project  were  approved  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  on  February  13, 
1998,  and  construction  on  this  new  field  is  under  way.  Projected  startup  of  production  is  scheduled  for 
2001 .  The  Alpine  development  project  will  include  production,  support  facilities,  and  a  sales-oil  pipeline 
connection  through  the  Kuparuk  pipeline  to  the  TAPS.  Because  of  its  location,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  Alpine  could  be  integrated  into  future  plans  for  fields  in  the  NPR-A.  During  the  initial  writing  of  the 
draft  lAP/EIS,  approval  for  the  Alpine  project  was  not  final.  However,  this  project  now  is  formally  approved 
and  is  progressing  toward  completion. 

Although  operational  aspects  of  the  innovative  design  features  for  Alpine  have  not  been  proven  by 
experience,  this  project  does  represent  a  reasonable  example  of  state-of-the-art  design  and  technology  for 
North  Slope  operations.  We  acknowledge  that  the  engineering  concepts  from  Alpine  could  be  modified  for 
different  site-specific  conditions  and  through  actual  experience.  The  fast-changing  pace  of  North  Slope 
development  innovations  can  make  "proven"  designs  effectively  obsolete,  and  therefore,  not  particularly 
useful  for  projecting  future  developmenl  activities.  We  will  offer  one  example:  The  typical  footprint  of 
production  pads  has  been  reduced  by  80  percent,  largely  by  placing  wellheads  closer  together  and  replacing 
open  reser\'e  mud  pits  with  tanks.  We  have  chosen  to  base  our  analysis  on  current  construction  designs 
rather  than  on  "proven"  technology  that  is  decades  old  (Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kuparuk  were  developed  in  the 
1970s). 


1 .  The  projects  used  for  representative  examples  have  been  reviewed  and  approved  by  various  government 
agencies  with  permitting  responsibilities. 

2.  These  projects  represent  state-of-the-art  technology  for  North  Slope  operations,  where  designs 
reasonably  can  be  projected  into  the  foreseeable  future  for  NPR-A  operations. 

3.  These  current  projects  are  better  representations  of  future  activities  than  "proven"  but  now  obsolete 
engineering  concepts. 

4.  General  models  are  applicable  in  a  broad  sense,  and  individual  projects  could  be  modified  somewhat  to 
accommodate  site-specific  conditions. 

5.  We  cannot  accurately  predict  the  future;  whether  it  is  where  new  oil  fields  will  be  discovered,  or 
unforeseen  problems  that  will  require  new  engineering  solutions. 

1851-039 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -038. 

The  primary  objective  of  Alternatives  A  through  E  Stipulation  28  is  to  prevent  blockage  of  caribou 
migration  and  disturbance  of  female  caribou  and  their  calves  with  two  key  corridors.  Other  than  subsection 
d,  this  stipulation  puts  lessees  on  notice  that  surface  occupancy,  specifically  above-ground  pipelines,  in  these 
corridors  may  be  restricted.  If  a  discovery  were  made  that  required  surface  facilities  in  this  area,  site- 
specific  determinations  regarding  what  facilities  might  be  allowed  and  the  risks  of  various  options  would  be 
made  as  a  part  of  the  drilling  pennil  and  development  plan  review  process. 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  permanent  facilities  and  exploration  and  delineation  wells  are  prohibited  in 
the  corridors  (see  Fig.  II.C.I-6).  See  Also  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  31  and  38. 

1851-040 

Concerns  regarding  interests  of  stakeholders  outside  the  Beaufort  Sea  region  are  addressed  in  Response 
1450-001 .  Text  regarding  this  topic  has  been  added  to  Sections  III.B.4  and  rV.C.8.b(4). 

1851-041 

Please  see  Responses  1314-004  and  1450-001  for  a  discussion  of  potential  impacts  on  subsistence  harvests 
to  hunters  in  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  region. 

Concerns  regarding  interests  of  stakeholders  outside  the  Beaufort  Sea  region  are  addressed  in  Response 
1450-001.  Text  regarding  this  topic  has  been  added  to  Sections  1II.B.4  and  IV.C.8.b(4). 

1851-042 

The  draft  EIS  does  not  allow  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  to  proceed  while  ignoring  obligations 
under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA).  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  determined  that  designating 
critical  habitat  for  spectacled  and  Stcller's  eiders  would  provide  no  net  benefit  for  these  species.  These 
species  arc  fairly  widely  dispersed  in  remote  habitats  that  remain  predominantly  unaltered  and  uninhabited. 
Current  and  planned  Federal  activities  are  likely  to  affect  a  limited  portion  of  these  species  habitat.  ESA 
Section  7(a)(2)  and  regulations  in  50  CFR  Part  402  require  Federal  agencies  to  assure,  through  consultation 
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with  the  Fish  and  Wildhfe  Service,  that  activities  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  by  the  agency  are  not 
likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  the  hsted  species,  destroy,  or  adversely  modify  their  habitat. 
This  Endangered  Species  Act  consuhation  process  has  been  completed. 

1851-043 

Stating  that  the  reaction  of  eiders  to  disturbance  in  oil  fields  is  not  well  understood  does  not  mean  that  the 
analysis  in  the  draft  EIS  is  flawed.  The  text  is  simply  reporting  the  results  of  several  studies  where  eiders 
were  obser\'ed  at  varying  distances  from  sources  of  disturbance.  There  likely  is  a  great  deal  of  variability 
with  individuals  of  each  species  and  also  with  the  noise  levels  from  the  different  noise  sources.  It  is  highly 
likely  that  some  individuals  are  more  tolerant  than  others  of  noise  or  other  disturbance  factors.  There  also 
could  be  some  seasonal  variability  that  may  be  more  pronounced  during  particular  activities,  such  as  nesting. 
The  draft  EIS  has  provided  the  best  available  information  regarding  how  eiders  may  react  in  a  particular 
situation.  This  same  information  is  used  in  preparing  the  Biological  Evaluation  for  the  ESA  Section  7 
consultation  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  As  stated  in  Response  1 85 1  -042,  the  ESA  consultation  has 
been  completed.  The  Service  has  provided  some  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  to  minimize  impacts  of 
incidental  take  of  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders. 

1851-044 

We  have  revised  our  subsistence  findings  to  reflect  the  proper  significance  rationale.  Using  this  rationale, 
however,  we  still  find  that  the  significance  rationale  would  not  apply  to  Alternatives  B.  Under  Alternative 
C,  the  significance  rationale  would  apply  under  the  multiple  sale  and  cumulative  impact  contexts. 

1851-045 

Findings  are  made  after  810  procedural  requirements,  including  hearings,  are  complete  and  are  contained  in 
Appendix  D. 

1851-046 

The  examination  of  past  spills  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  shows  that  oil  spills  typically  are  small.  Almost 
all  of  the  small  spills  occur  on  the  gravel  pad  and  are  often  into  secondary  containment.  The  BLM  assumes 
that  the  chronic  spill  component  does  not  reach  the  environment  because  these  spills  generally  occur  on  the 
gravel  pad.  An  analysis  of  spills  reaching  marine  water  from  a  spill  into  the  Colville  River  has  been  added 
for  each  of  the  alternatives. 

The  effects  of  fuel  oil  spills  on  marine  mammals  are  analyzed  in  Sections  rV.F.9.b  and  FV.F.  10.  The 
potential  for  an  oil  spill  along  the  tanker  route  off  the  coasts  of  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California  and  the 
potential  effects  to  endangered  and  threatened  species  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.C.  10(c). 

In  addition,  the  cumulative  case.  Section  IV. H,  has  been  revised  to  include  offshore  oil  development  and  the 
analysis  of  the  effects  of  a  crude-oil  spill  in  the  marine  environment. 

1851-047 

Figure  IV. A. -5- 1  has  been  updated  to  reflect  this  comment. 

1851-048 

The  resource  assessment  for  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  was  based  on  subjective  analysis  of 
geologic  plays.  Geologic  plays  are  related  groups  of  hydrocarbon  pools  that  share  common  characteristics  of 
trapping  mechanisms/types,  reservoir  traits,  and  oil/gas  sourcing  histories.  While  some  of  the  analysis  is 
based  on  available  mapping,  much  is  based  on  inference  and  analogs  to  more  throughly  studied  areas.  The 
geologic  database  is  almost  constant  being  revised,  new  concepts  emerge  and  the  older  analysis  is  refined. 
Seismic  data  analysis  in  the  NPR-A  probably  will  never  be  fully  completed.  New  data  are  collected,  and  the 
technology  of  processing  and  interpreting  the  data  advances  through  lime.  The  effort  now  under  way  by 
MM,S/BLM  is  to  update  the  subsurface  mapping  of  the  NPR-A;  this  has  not  been  thoroughly  reinterpreted  in 
more  than  a  decade.   As  described  in  Response    I851-00.'i,  the  exact  location  of  prospects  is  vital  to  an 


accurate  evaluation  of  fair  market  value  for  bids  received  in  a  lease  sale.  Completing  the  current  phase  of 
seismic  interpretation  will  provide  additional  information  for  our  tract  evaluation  efforts,  should  a  lease  sale 
occur.  New  mapping  will  be  incorporated  into  future,  broader  scale,  resource  assessments.  The 
methodology  for  resource  assessment  using  the  PRESTO  computer  model  is  briefly  discussed  in  Section 
III.  A.  1  .a(3),  and  in  a  number  of  referenced  publications.  The  1 995  National  Resource  Assessment  for  the 
Federal  Offshore  used  the  same  concepts  and  analytical  models;  this  effort  was  thoroughly  reviewed  by  a 
broad  spectrum  of  industry,  government,  and  scientific  groups  . 

1851-049 

Regarding  potential  displacement  and  habitat  alteration  effects  with  multiple  sales,  the  text  in  Section 
IV.F.S.b  (first  sale  as  well  as  multiple  sales)  has  been  revised  to  include  clarifying  statements  and  citations, 

1851-050 

The  draft  EIS  recognizes  the  potential  severity  of  impacts  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Herd  in  Section  lV.F.9.a 
(Alternative  E  analysis).  However,  Arctic  Slope  populations  of  muskoxen,  moose,  grizzly  bears,  and  arctic 
foxes  are  not  expected  to  be  affected. 

1851-051 

Please  see  Responses:  1658-004,  1658-058,  1851-056,  and  1951-002,  . 

1851-052 

One  purpose  of  this  lAP/EIS  is  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  a  single  oil  and  gas  lease  sale  and  a  series  of  sales. 
Each  alternative,  except  Alternative  A,  analyzes  the  iinpacts  of  leasing  for  a  given  area  and  assumes  that 
repeated  sales  will  occur.  The  assumption  is  that  each  sale  would  offer  all  unleased  tracts  in  the  area 
determined  in  the  Record  of  Decision  for  this  EIS  as  available  until  all  desirable  tracts  are  leased.  In  this 
way,  all  foreseeable  exploration,  development,  and  associated  impacts  are  evaluated  for  managers  and  other 
readers.  We  have  not  identified  tracts  or  the  time  of  sales.  Before  any  sale,  we  will  evaluate  whether  the 
impact  analysis  in  this  lAP/EIS  is  still  valid.  The  BLM  does  not  believe  specific  timing  and  tract 
configurations  would  significantly  alter  the  analysis. 

1851-053 

A  sentence  has  been  added  to  Section  1.B.5  to  clarify  that  second  and  subsequent  sales  would  be  limited  to 
the  area  made  available  by  this  LAP/EIS.  A  decision  to  lease  additional  areas  would  require  a  new  EIS. 

1851-054 

A  supplemental  draft  lAP/EIS  would  be  appropriate,  if  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  this  final  lAP/EIS  was 
outside  the  range  of  the  alternatives  in  the  draft.  We  do  not  believe  that  is  the  case.  For  example,  the  area 
made  available  for  leasing  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  falls  approximately  between  those  contemplated  in 
Alternatives  C  and  D. 

It  is  incorrect  to  suggest  that  BLM  had  a  preferred  alternative  at  the  time  it  issued  the  draft  lAP/EIS.  Federal 
regulations  (40  CFR  1502.14(e))  provide  that  agencies  only  need  to  identify  a  Prel'erred  Alternative,  if  they 
actually  have  one.  Policy  makers  have  benefitted  by  comments  submitted  by  the  public,  the  Federal 
Agencies,  and  by  the  State  and  the  local  governments.  Suggestions  put  forward  during  the  public  comment 
period  have  been  crucial  to  formulating  the  Preferred  Alternative.  We  believe  offering  the  public 
infonnation  about  the  resources  of  the  area,  and  the  potential  iinpacts  on  them  for  a  range  of  alternatives, 
served  very  well  to  elicit  construcrive  comments  from  all  interested  parties.  As  a  result  of  this  approach, 
policy  makers  could  work  from  a  clean  slate  in  constructing  a  Preferred  Alternative  based  on  the  public's 
comments, 

1851-055 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  In  its  Forly  Miisl  Asked  Qiieslions  Coiiceniini;  CEQ'x  National 
Einironmeiital  Policy  Acl  Reiiulalions  has  offered  the  definition  that  "no  action"  means  ""no  change'  from 
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current  management  direction  or  level  of  management  intensity,"  The  regulations  state  that  "the  'no  action' 
alternative  may  be  thought  of  in  terms  of  continuing  with  the  present  course  of  action."  Regarding  oil  and 
gas  leasing,  the  current  "level  of  management  intensity"  and  "the  present  course  of  action"  is  that  we  are  not 
conducting  any  leasing.  Based  upon  the  1983  EIS,  we  do  not  believe  that  we  can  lease.  To  adopt  as  the  "no 
action"  alternative,  a  scenario  that  would  have  BLM  lease  all  parts  of  the  planning  area  (except  those  deleted 
in  the  1983  EIS)  simply  would  not  retlcct  reality. 

It  is  not  true  to  suggest  that  Alternative  A  is  less  protective  than  the  management  adopted  as  a  result  of  the 
1983  EIS.  Alternative  A,  by  reflecting  cuirent  management  in  the  NPR-A,  would  preclude  leasing  in  the 
entire  planning  area;  this  includes  the  SMZ's,  not  just  in  the  deletion  areas  of  the  1983  EIS.  Alternative  A 
would  prohibit  oil  and  gas  leases  in  the  planning  area,  unless  another  EIS  is  conducted  to  make  lands  in  the 
area  available.  To  adopt  the  deletion  areas  in  the  1983  EIS,  as  part  of  this  lAP/EIS  process,  would  offer  no 
greater  protection.  Management  decisions  made  in  one  EIS  can  be  reversed  by  management  decisions  made 
through  another  EIS. 

1851-056 

The  alternatives  in  the  draft  lAP/EIS  present  a  range  of  protections  for  surface  resources  and  values  in  the 
Special  Areas  and  other  areas  within  the  northeastern  part  of  the  Reserve.  The  NPRPA  requires  "maximum 
protection"  in  the  Special  Areas  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  the  act,  which  is  to  provide  for  the  energy 
needs  of  the  Nation.  The  lAP/EIS  process  is  about  determining  a  combination  of  protections  that  provide 
"maximum  protection"  while  meeting  the  mandate  that  the  NPR-A  be  used  to  address  the  nation's  energy 
needs.  Congress  did  not  intend  that  maximum  protection  preclude  leasing.  Note  that  the  House  of 
Representatives  managers  of  the  legislation  stated  that  "'maximum  protection  of  such  surface  values'  is  not 
a  prohibition  of  exploration-related  activities"  within  Special  Areas  (United  States  Code  Congressional  and 
Administrative  News,  94th  Congress,  2d  sess.,  2;523) 

1851-057 

The  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  that  the  Pik  Sand  Dunes  LUEA  be  added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Special  Area.  It  also  recommends  that  an  area  encompassing  approximately  2  mi  on  either  side  of  the 
Kikiakrorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers  and  the  tributaries  of  the  latter  river  be  added  to  the  Colville  River 
Special  Area.  Protective  measures  for  all  lands  within  the  planning  area,  including  LUEA's,  will  be  applied 
through  stipulations  to  leases  and  permits  instead  of  developing  new  regulations.  Decisions  about  whether 
and  the  circumstances  under  which  to  lease  within  a  given  LUEA  are  based  on  the  resource  values 
present — not  on  the  fact  that  the  area  is  identified  as  a  LUEA. 

1851-058 

Legislative  designations  of  part  of  the  planning  area  as  wilderness  or  a  wildlife  refuge  are  outside  the  scope 
of  the  current  planning  effort.  In  Section  I. A  of  this  final  lAP/ElS,  the  purpose  of  this  planning  effort  is  to 
detennine  how  BLM  can  best  administratively  manage  the  diverse  resources  of  the  northeast  portion  of  the 
NPR-A  consistent  with  the  existing  statutory  direction  for  manage-ment.  This  planning  does  not  include 
proposing  new  or  different  legislative  designations  that  would  change  the  basic  statutor>'  management 
direction  for  the  area.  It  requires  balancing  the  NPRPA  directives  that  encourage  oil  and  gas  leasing  while 
requiring  adequate  protection  of  important  surface  resources  and  uses.  An  evaluation  of  other  legislative 
management  regimes  that  Congress  has  applied  to  different  designated  public  lands  would  not  meet  BLM's 
management  objectives  in  preparing  the  lAP/EIS.  Therefore,  they  are  beyond  its  scope. 

With  respect  to  wilderness,  ANILCA  S  1320  makes  such  reviews  discretionary  on  BLM-managed  lands  in 
Alaska,  and  P.L.  96-514  states  that  section  603  of  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976 
(90  Stat.  2743)  (BLM  wilderness  study)  shall  not  be  applicable  to  the  NPR-A.  Because  wilderness 
designation  would  not  meet  the  purposes  and  objectives  of  this  planning  effort  as  described  in  Section  l.A, 
the  BLM  decided  not  to  consider  possible  wilderness  designation  for  the  planning  area. 


As  described  in  Section  l.A.,  the  designation  as  a  wildlife  refuge  would  not  meet  the  puiposes  and  objectives 
of  this  planning  effort.  Refuge  designation  was  not  considered  to  be  a  reasonable  alternative,  especially, 
given  Congress'  rejection  of  such  proposals  during  the  debate  and  passage  of  the  Alaska  National  Interest 
Lands  Conservation  Act. 

A  review  of  Wild  and  Scenic  River  eligibility  and  suitability  is  required  by  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
in  conjunction  with  agency  land  use  planning  efforts,  16  U.S.  C.  §  1276(d).  So  we  incorporated  a  review 
and  recommendation  process  in  this  lAP/EIS  to  satisfy  that  statutory  requirement. 

1851-059 

While  the  draft  EIS  under  the  various  alternatives  puts  forth  several  hypothetical  recommendations  relating 
to  the  Colville  River's  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  (WSR)  System,  the  draft  EIS  did  not  make  an 
actual  recommendation.  Although,  BLM  agrees  the  Colville  River  has  remarkable  values, 
ownership/management  responsibility  of  the  river  and  its  banks  is  shared  by  the  State  of  Alaska,  the  Arctic 
Slope  Regional  Corporation,  and  the  BLM.   Neither  the  State  of  Alaska  nor  the  Arctic  Slope  Regional 
Corporation  supported  inclusion  of  the  Colville  River  in  the  WSR  System.  Without  that  support,  the  Colville 
is  unmanageable  as  a  component  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  Accordingly,  WSR  designation  of 
the  Colville  was  dropped  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  final  L^P/EIS.  However,  under  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  measures  will  be  taken  to  insure  protection  of  important  wildlife  and  scenic  values. 

1851-060 

Please  see  Responses  1658-004,  1851-056,  and  1951-002. 

1851-061 

The  only  way  to  scientifically  measure  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation  would  be  to  have  a  test  area  with 
mitigation,  and  a  control  area  without  mitigation.  Such  a  test  would  not  be  valid  because  it  would  be 
impossible  to  environmentally  isolate  the  test  and  control  areas. 

The  draft  EIS  recognizes  that  mitigating  measures  will  not  be  completely  effective.  See  the  discussion  of 
Residual  Impacts  in  Section  rV.F.9.a  (Terrestrial  Mammals).  However,  BLM  is  committed  to 
implementation  of  an  effective  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Program  that  will  include  monitoring 
the  effectiveness  of  the  stipulations. 


1851-062 

All  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  will 


be  attached  to  the  lease. 


1851-063 

This  coiTiment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  77.  According  to  the  FWS,  because  the 
Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  allows  the  incidental/passive  take  of  marine  mammals  without  a  letter  of 
authorization,  their  authority  is  limited  to  "encouraging"  lessees  to  obtain  a  letter  of  authorization  for 
incidental  take  and  docs  not  extend  to  "requiring"  the  letter.  FWS,  on  a  site-specific  basis  during  the 
permitting  process,  may  impose  additional  avoidance,  protection,  or  mitigation  measures. 

Overland  moves  and  seismic  activities  may  be  prohibited  near  past  denning  locations  because  these 
activities  can  be  diverted  to  avoid  dens.  However,  the  location  of  dens  varies  greatly  from  year  to  year. 
Exploration  and  production  drilling  may  occur  in  an  area  where  no  dens  have  been  or  are  located.  However, 
a  polar  bear  may  decide  to  den  within  1  mi  of  the  drilling  activity  the  following  year.  It  would  be  difficult  to 
avoid  all  future  locations  of  polar  bear  dens  along  the  coast  because  drilling  probably  would  occur  at  a 
specific  location  for  more  than  1  year.  If  a  disturbance  of  polar  bears  is  likely,  operators  are  encouraged  to 
obtain  letters  of  authorization  and  may  be  required  to  do  so  under  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act. 

1851-064 

Early  in  the  planning  process,  the  planning  team  identified  areas  of  special  value  to  caribou  and  molting 
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geese.  These  are  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Habitat  LUEA  and  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat  LUEA.  Prior 
to  holding  the  workshop,  the  team  already  had  identified  alternatives  that  would  make  those  areas 
unavailable  for  leasing.  To  explore  the  full  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  while  protecting  important 
surface  resources,  we  convened  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  CaribouAVaterfowl  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop  to 
gather  leading  biologists'  input  on  the  protections  we  should  apply  to  these  habitats  under  alternatives  that 
would  make  them  available  for  leasing. 

1851-065 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  29.  Study  design  shall  be  approved  by  the 
Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team.   The  Preferred 
Alternative  includes  creation  of  an  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  with  representatives  from 
Federal,  State,  and  NSB  resource  agencies  and  the  oil  and  gas  industry,  (Sec.  II.F.7).  Research  designs  and 
reports  issued  by  participating  agencies  following  the  guidance  of  the  interagency  team  will  be  subject  to 
independent  scientific  review  prior  to  completion. 

1851-066 

All  references  in  the  stipulations  to  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  are  to  the  panel  as  described  in  Section 
1I.F.6.  The  BLM  will  create  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel,  pursuant  to  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee 
Act,  after  the  ROD  is  issued  and  in  time  for  operation  about  the  date  on  which  leases  are  issued.  After  the 
ROD  is  issued  the  BLM,  in  consultation  with  local  communities  and  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB 
resource  agencies,  will  develop  and  implement  a  plan  to  create  the  panel.  All  specific  decisions  regarding 
size,  membership,  funding  sources,  and  operating  procedures  will  be  made  at  that  time.  The  BLM  will 
consider  the  recommendations  of  the  NPR-A  Subsistence  Impact  Analysis  Workshop,  and  is  very  interested 
in  the  NSB's  recominendation  that  the  existing  NSB  Fish  and  Wildlife  Management  Committee  serve  as  the 
panel.  Given  the  lack  of  precedence  for  this  significant  and  innovative  advisory  body,  BLM  is  committed  to 
taking  the  time  to  do  it  right.  Hasty  attempts  to  create  the  panel,  before  the  ROD  is  issued,  and  without 
adequate  consultation  and  review,  are  likely  to  detract  froin  the  quality  of  the  final  product  and  diminish 
opportunities  for  success. 


fisheries  experts.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  3 1  prohibits  causeways  and  docks  in  river  mouths  and 
deltas.  For  other  areas,  the  stipulation  discourages  continuous-fill  causeways,  establishes  performance 
standards  to  protect  water  quality  and  fisheries,  and  requires  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State, 
and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies  prior  to  potential  authorization.  The  BLM  is  not  prepared  to 
prohibit  causeways  throughout  the  planning  area,  especially,  when  it  may  be  the  only  feasible  and  prudent 
option  available  for  development  of  a  specific  field. 

1851-072 

The  best  empirical  data  available  and  relied  upon  by  the  caribou  working  group  at  the  Teshekpuk  L^ke  Area 
Caribou/Waterfowl  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop  held  May  21-22,  1997,  suggests  that  large  and  noisy 
equipment  (i.e.,  associated  with  large  construction  activities)  has  a  greater  disturbance  effect  on  geese  than 
routine,  light  vehicle  traffic.  Alternatively,  studies  of  caribou  behavior  suggest  that  roufine  traffic  along 
roads  has  a  greater  effect  on  the  distribution  of  parturient  cows.  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  49  is 
designed  to  mitigate  this  impact  on  caribou. 

1851-073 

Alternatives  involving  land  exchanges  have  not  been  considered  in  detail  in  this  lAP/EIS.  They  are  outside 
its  scope  and  do  not  meet  the  purposes  and  objectives  of  this  planning  effort  as  set  out  in  Section  l.A.  For  a 
more  complete  discussion  of  why  exchanges  have  not  been  considered,  see  Sec.  U.G. 


1851-067 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  60  and  62.  Stipulation  62  requires 
inclusion  of  conflict  avoidance  agreements  in  exploration  and  development  plans.  Stipulation  60  requires 
the  subsistence  monitoring  plan  to  be  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer  in  consultation  with  the 
Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  Also,  please  see  Response 
1851  -062  regarding  issue  of  lease  sale  conditions. 

1851-068 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  27.  While  we  do  not  anticipate  summer 
exploration  activities  that  arc  likely  to  occur  in  the  planning  area,  we  arc  not  prepared  to  support  a  blanket 
winter-only  prohibition  that  would  preclude  exploration  from  an  existing  production  pad. 

1851-069 

Alternatives  A  through  E,  Stipulation  25  has  been  deleted  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  given 
that  the  goose-molting  area  is  unavailable  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  exploration,  or  development. 

1851-070 

The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  construction  of  any  oil  and  gas  structures  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA, 
and  prohibits  oil  and  gas  surface  occupancy  within  those  portions  of  the  insect-relief  corridor  that  are 
outside  of  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA.  Consequently,  Alternatives  A  through  E,  Stipulation  26  was  deleted 
from  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations. 

1851-071 

The  impact  of  continuous-fill  causeways  is  the  source  of  considerable  debate  among  water-quality  and 
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Oaind  O.  David,  Chairperson 
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March  10,  1998 


Gene  Terland 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  W.  7"  Ave. 

Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr.  Terland: 


The  Association  of  Village  Council  Presidents'.  Inc.  (AVCP)  and  the  Waterfowl  Conservation 
Committee  (WCC)  wnte  to  you  in  regard  to  the  proposed  oil  leasing  areas  of  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserve  -  Area  (NPRA).  The  leasing  proposal  was  only  recently  brought  to  our  attention  after  a  thirty- 
day  extcnsipn  was  filed  by  the  North  Slope  Borougll  (NSB),  and  the  Suite  of  Alaska  invited  us  to  their 
consultative  discussion  in  Anchorage  on  Thursday,  February  19,  1998. 

We  understand  under  the  NEPA  process  you  held  a  subsistence  workshop  in  August  of  last  year  m 
which  obviously  no  one  fi-om  the  Yukon  Kuskokwim  Delta  was  notified.  We  were  very  disturbed  to 
see  that  we  were  not  brought  in  on  discussions  as  stakeholders  on  this  issue.  The  Alaska  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  (ADF&G)  informed  the  BLM  as  early  as  last  year  during  the  beginning  of  public 
comment  that  AVCPAVCC  should  be  consulted  because  seventy  to  seventy-live  percent  of  our  Yukon- 
Kuskokwim  Delta  black  brant  migrate  to  the  NPR  area  to  molt  in  the  late  summer. 
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The  Y-K  Delta  as  a  region  have  a  long  history  in  our  endeavor  to  sustain  and  conserve  abundant 
migrator)'  bird  populations  for  future  subsistence  use.  We  have  made  sacrifices  and  worked  hard  for 
the  conservation  of  the  migratory  black  brant  for  the  past  fifteen-years.  The  people  of  the  Y-K  Delta 
are  primary  stakeholders  of  waterfowl,  our  customary  and  traditional  use  of  birds  has  long  been  used  as 
part  of  our  diet  and  culture.  The  destructive  development  and  habitat  loss  conducted  by  those  areas  of 
the  Pacific  Flyway  throughout  the  1960's,  .70's  and  80>,  significantly  affected  waterfowl  populations. 
As  a  result,  our  subsistence  himters  and  gatherer's  had  to  curtail  migratory  bird  use  to  conserve  and 
rebuild  migratory  bird  stocks.  It  is  through  our  co-operative  efforts  with  the  Pacific  Flyway  Commitlet 
and  Council  (RFC),  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  and  the  ADF&G,  and  the  development  of 
the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  Goose  Management  Plan,  that  we  achieved  some  significant  gams  in 
many  waterfowl  populations. 


002 


Tlie  latest  Protocol  AmendmenLs  to  the  1916  Convention  Between  the  United  Kingdom  and  the  United 
States  of  America  for  the  Protection  of  Migratory  Birds  in  Canada  and  the  United  States  has  been 
signed.  Several  changes  and  improvements  have  been  made.  AVCP's  Waterfowl  Conservation 
Committee  has  been  explicitly  involved  with  international  and  domestic  management  decisions  in  the 
interest  of  conserving  migratory  birds.  AVCPAVCC  have  been  instrumental  in  influencing  Native 
intent  in  the  negotiations  of  the  protocol  amendments.  The  management  program  design  mirrors  the 
role  WCC  has  played.  It  is  important  that  the  BLM  recognize  the  future  establishment  of  other  regional 
Native  organization  management  of  migratory  birds,  as  inferred  by  interpretations  by  the  U.S. 
Delegation: 


"Management  bodies  will  be  created  to  ensure  an  effective  and  meaningful  role 

for  indigenous  inhabitants  in  the  conservation  of  migratory  birds (with] 

Native,  Federal,  and  State  representatives  as  equals,    .  .Village  councils  shall  be 
involved  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  in  all  aspects  of  management." 
-  Article  II,  sub-para  4.(b)(iXii) 

We  are  aware  that  members  of  the  Trustees  for  Alaska  met  with  Secretary  Babbit  and  John  Luschc  last  week  to 
discuss  the  NPRA  lease  process  and  the  Secretary  was  alarmed  to  find  that  AVCPAVCC  was  not  part  of  the 
consultative  process.  It  is  very  unfortunate  that  the  BLM  felt  it  was  not  imperative  that  they  consult  with  us  on 
such  an  important  issue.  It  is  our  hope  that  m  the  future,  the  BLM  will  consult  with  us,  as  other  agencies  wtthin 
the  Department  of  Intenor  go  out  of  their  way  to  accomplish  goals. 


AVCPAVWC  finds  that  the  DEIS  fails  to  provide  a  description  of  the  resources  and  ecological  conditions,  with 
population  projections  based  on  questionable  statistical  extrapolation  rather  than  field  data  and  known  sampling 
protocols.  If  there  is  one  thing  we  have  learned  in  oiu"  fifteen  year  co-management  process  is  we,  at  the  very  least, 
support  field  data  and  statistical  documentation  to  follow  harvest  levels  and  population  thresholds.  Though  Fish 
and  Wildlife  biologists  monitor  our  black  brant  when  they  leave  their  nesting  area  to  molt  in  the  North  Slope, 
NPRA  area,  we  have  not  had  a  collaborative  management  process  similar  to  what  we  enjoy  with  other  members  of 
the  Pacific  Flyway  Committee  and  Council.  Intensive  studies  of  brant  habitat  use,  energetics  and  effects  from 
disturbance  conducted  by  the  Service  and  university  biologists  during  the  late  1 980's  indicate  the  sensitive  nature 
of  these  wetlands  and  their  importance  to  the  entire  Pacific  brant  population.  Therefore  we  have  no  assurance  that 
seasonal  interactions  between  our  waterfowl  and  the  habiut  would  be  compatible  with  the  potential  impacts  of  oil 
and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  the  area.  


The  Tcshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  provides  essential  molting  habitat  for  significant  populations  ofPacific  brant, 
greater  white-fronted  geese  and  Canada  geese,  all  three  species  are  prevalent  in  the  Y-K  Delta,   fhe  Tcshekpuk 
Lake  watershed  provides  habitat  for  many  species  of  waterfowl  aside  from  our  obvious  interests  in  the  brant, 
including  northern  pintails,  king  eiders,  tundra  swans,  and  three  species  of  loons — Pacific,  red-throated,  and  the 
rare  yellow-billed.  The  threatened  Spectacled  ciders  have  a  high  nesting  preference  in  that  area.  Steller's  eiders, 
another  threatened  species,  has  been  recorded  as  a  nesting  species  within  the  area. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  describe  thoroughly  or  m  detail,  the  alternative  potential  transportation  infrastructure  associated 
with  the  various  levels  of  development  to  be  allowed  in  the  northeastern  NPR-A.  The  DEIS  description  is  based 
upon  an  assumption  that  no  major  road  networks  will  be  built.  More  importantly,  the  limited  restrictions  can  be 
changed  without  public  notice.  The  BLM  seems  to  have  gone  out  of  their  way  to  understate  the  effects  the 
infrastructure  would  sustain  with  oil  field  development  in  the  northeast  NPR-A.  For  example,  it  has  been 
mdicaled  that  road  and  platform  repairs  would  be  done  by  the  use  of  an  aircraft,  which  would  easily  spook  the 
molting  geese.  Alternative  C  seems  to  be  the  only  indication  in  which  BLM  recognizes  the  impact  on  birds,  the 
DEIS  concludes  that  "[ejffects  of  oil  and  gas  activity  are  not  expected  to  be  significantly  different  than  discussed 
for  Alternative  B."  Similarly,  under  Alternative  D  the  DRIS  concludes  that  additional  acreage  leased  "are 
expected  to  result  in  effects  on  bird  populations  that  are  somewhat  increased  from  those  discussed  for  Alternative 
B. '  AVCPAVCC  finds  that  kind  of  analysis  as  irresponsible  and  trivial  on  an  important  resource  for  such  a  broad- 
based  stakeholder  issue.  It  would  be  prudent  for  the  BLM  to  back  up  those  assumptions  with  rigorous  study  as 
current  waterfowl  management  plans  demand. 


We  concur  with  the  Pacific  Flyway  Council's  February  17,  1 998  letter  to  Secretary  Babbitt  that  outlines  our 
concerns  regarding  the  leasing  ofcertain  portions  of  the  Northeast  Planning  Area  of  KPR-A.  We  find  that  the 
Governor's  position  released  today  is  not  sffong  enough  in  his  assertion  that  leasing  in  the  Goose  Molting 
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Sincerely, 

Djivtd  O.  David.  Chairman 


Chainnan  Stevens,  Young  and  Murkowski 
Secretary  Babbitt,  Department  of  the  Interior 
Governor  Knowles 
Pacific  Flyway  Council 


DNR:  mrs 


1852-001 

On  May  12,  1998,  the  BLM  held  a  subsistence  hearing  in  Bethel  to  obtain 
comments  on  the  lAP/EIS.  Before  that,  the  agency  held  workshops  at  Hooper 
Bay  and  Bethel  to  discuss  local  residents'  concerns  with  the  subsistence 
ramifications  of  the  alternative  plans  offered  in  the  draft  lAP/EIS.  Results  of  the 
hearing  and  information  obtained  from  local  residents  during  the  workshops  are 
included  in  the  final  lAP/EIS's  impacts  of  the  alternatives  on  subsistence. 

1852-002 

Please  see  Responses  1314-004  and  1450-001  for  potential  impacts  on 
subsistence  harvests  in  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta  region. 

1852-003 

When  such  information  is  available,  the  seasonal  distribution,  estimated 
populations,  densities,  habitats  and  habitat  preferences,  site  fidelity,  breeding 
season  behavior,  and  response  to  disturbance  factors  for  specific  bird  groups  and 
species  are  described.  Because  few  species  have  been  monitored  (for  other  than 
distribution  and  density)  for  more  than  a  few  years,  the  impact  analysis  must  rely 
on  this  type  of  data.  Other  information  is  taken  into  consideration  in  estimating 
potential  effects  to  a  species.  However,  a  comprehensive  review  of  the  birds' 
biology  is  not  appropriate  in  a  NEPA  document. 


1852-004 

The  location  and  impacts  of  a  future  transportation  infrastructure  in  the  planning 
area  are  presented  in  general  terms  in  the  lAP/EIS,  because  the  locations  of  oil 
fields  that  the  infrastructure  will  serve  are  unknown.  Site-specific  environmental 
analysis  will  occur  after  discovery  and  prior  to  development  of  an  oil  field.  We 
believe  that  no  major  road  network  will  be  developed  in  the  planning  area 
(please  see  Response  1851-01 1).  Moreover,  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48 
restricts  road  construction.  Statements  referenced  in  Sections  IV. D. 8  and  IV. E. 8 
(Alternatives  C  and  D)  regarding  the  relatively  minor  potential  increase  of  effects 
on  molting  geese  populations  under  these  alternatives  as  compared  to  Alternative 
B  reflect  that  Alternatives  C  and  D,  while  making  additional  areas  available  for 
oil  and  gas  leasing,  still  would  not  lease  the  important  goose-molting  habitat. 
The  areas  made  available  under  Alternatives  C  and  D  that  are  not  available  in 
Alternative  B  are  not  intensively  used  by  geese. 
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March  12,  1998 

NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  West  7"^  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513 

Dear  Planning  Team: 

Please  accept  these,  our  supplemental  comments,  in  addition  to  the  detailed  comments  we 
submitted  with  Trustees  for  Alaska,  The  Wilderness  Society,  et  al.  and  our  position  letter  which 
we  submitted  with  the  GrassRoots  Environmental  EfTectiveness  Network  co-signed  by  225 
conservation  organizations  (attached). 

The  Northem  Alaska  Environmental  Center  empowers  citizens  to  take  an  active  role  in 
protecting  natural  habitats  and  wild  places  in  arctic  and  interior  Alaska.  Since  1971,  the  Northern 
Center  has  advocated  for  Arctic  wilderness,  wildlife,  and  traditional  ways-of-life  and  represents 
1,300  members. 

The  Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center  has  been  an  advocate  for  the  responsible 
management  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  (the  Reserve)  for  many  years.  In 
1994,  years  before  the  current  call  for  development  of  this  little-known  arctic  environment,  the 
Northem  Alaska  En\'ironmental  Center  published  "The  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska, 
Time  to  Change  Us  Destiny"  by  Larry  Landry,  Nortliem  Center  staff.  In  its  introduction,  the 
report  states: 

Despite  its  unglamorous  name,  the  NPR-A  is  a  big,  wild,  wonderful  piece  of  the 
Alaskan  arctic.  At  23  million  ju;res— the  size  of  Indiana— the  NPR-A  covers  a 
broad  array  of  arctic  ecotypes.  It  stretches  north  firom  the  spine  of  the  Brooks 
Range  across  an  extensive  range  of  rolling  foothills  to  a  coastal  plain  dotted  with 
millions  of  acres  of  pond  and  lake  wetland  complexes  which  run  all  the  way  to  the 
bays,  lagoons  and  river  deltas  of  the  Chukchi  and  Beaufort  seas. .  .the  conservation 
community  should  start  to  think  about  the  NPRA  before  ELM  and  corporate 
interests  do  that  thinking  for  us. 
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Our  members  and  colleagues  responded  to  this  urging,  and  public  support  for  the  wilderness  and 
exceptional  wildlife  habitat  in  the  Reserve  has  been  growing  ever  since.  Many  of  our  members 
have  traveled  over  the  expansive  foothills  and  through  the  rivers  of  the  reserve.  Roger  Siglin, 
NAEC  board  member  and  former  superintendent  of  Gates  of  the  Arctic  National  Park,  has  said: 

The  NT*R-A  is  not  the  kind  of  country  that  stands  up  and  hits  you  in  the  face  like  a 
Glen  Canyon  or  a  Rocky  Mountain  National  Park.  It's  more  subtle  but  just  as 
grand.  The  feeling  coming  out  of  the  Brooks  Range  and  looking  north  is  much 
like  seeing  the  prairies  spread  out  seemingly  forever  from  the  foothills  of  the 
Rockies,  except  your  view  is  not  interrupted  by  roads  or  cities.  Add  a 
thunderstorm  or  the  warm  evening  light,  and  it's  even  more  breathtaking. 


What  is  most  disturbing  about  the  Reserve  "planning"  activity  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  and  the  preparation  of  the  draft  F-nvironmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is 
the  politicization  of  the  processes  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA), 
For  example,  the  draft  EIS  lacks  any  reasonable  cause  for  action,  with  the  action  being  the 
document  itself  and  BLM's  proposed  decision.  The  draft  EIS  considers  the  impact  of  oil  leasing 
and  development  in  the  Reserve  without  identifying  that  Alaska  Governor  Tony  Kiiowlcs  asked 
the  Administration  to  offer  oil  leasing  in  the  Reserve  as  a  political  favor.  Thus,  the  driving  force 
behind  this  review  is  nothing  more  than  partisan  politics  which  is  not  an  adequate  reason  for 
action  under  NEPA.  The  public  has  a  need  to  know  why  is  our  federal  government  spending 
valuable  time  and  resources  undertaking  this  consideration,  and  this  document  does  not  provide 
this  rationale  which  is  the  foundation  for  the  undertaking  of  this  environmental  review.  Clearly, 
the  review  is  for  the  purpose  of  assessing  tlie  impacts  of  oil  development  in  the  planning  area  so 
it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  draft  EIS  fails  to  provide  any  compelling  justification  for  considering 
opening  the  planning  area  to  oil  development. 

An  additional  example  of  the  politicization  of  the  process  is  the  unnecessarily  rushed  pace  of  the 
study.  Only  months  after  Governor  Knowles  expressed  interest  in  leasing  these  federal  lands  for 
oil  development,  BLM  embarked  on  a  whirlwind  eighteen -month  environmental  impact  study. 
The  compressed  review  is  timed  to  serve  the  interests  of  short-sighted,  partisan  politics  and  the 
reelection  of  one  politician  in  particular.  Governor  Knowles,  a  Democrat.  The  vast  majority  of 
the  public  receiv*  no  benefit  from  this  review  at  all  and  will  only  end  up  diminishing  the 
enduring  values  of  Arctic  wilderness.  Partisan  favors  are  not  legitimate  reasons  under  NEPA  to 
determine  the  fate  of  public  lands  that  belong  equally  to  every  American  citizen. 

BLM  has  not  demonstrated  the  national  need  for  development  of  the  potential  petroleum 
resources  in  the  Reserve  at  this  time.  When  the  Reserve  was  set  aside  by  President  Warren 
Harding  in  1923,  it  was  intended  to  be  used  for  the  benefit  of  the  US  Navy  which  had  submarines 
which  depended  on  petroleum  fuel.  Much  has  changed  in  the  intervening  75  years.  Today,  the 
nation's  naval  submarine  fleet  is  powered  by  nuclear  reactors.  Also,  the  pubUc  values  of 
wilderness,  wildlife,  and  traditional  ways-of-hfe  are  better  iindcrstood  a:id  vastly  more  precious 
because  of  their  relative  scarcity  compared  to  the  abundance  of  oil  worldwide.  When  land 
management  authority  was  transferred  from  the  Navy  to  the  BLM,  the  original  intent  remained 
intact. 
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The  United  States  is  experiencing  an  energy  boom  and  Alaska  is  feeling  the  effects.  North  Slope 
crude  prices  are  steadily  falling.  In  less  than  four  months,  the  price  has  plummeted  $9.00  per 
barrel  from  $20.70  on  November  13,  1997  to  $11.70  on  March  10,  1998.  At  the  nation's  gas 
pumps,  prices  are  also  falling  and  a  gallon  of  gas  costs  less  than  a  gallon  of  drinking  water  at  the 
supermarket.  According  to  the  New  York  Times,  when  adjusted  for  inflation,  gas  prices  are  at  an 
all  time  low  (KYT,  3/9/98).  Manufacturers  are  producing  automobiles  which  arc  less  fuel 
efficient  than  their  predecessors  and  consumers  are  buying  them. 

It  is  in  the  nation's  interest  to  save  some  of  our  last  petroleum  reserves  for  a  day  when  we  can 
use  our  non-renewable  resources  carefully  and  efficiently.  Instead  of  blindly  blazing  forward 
with  a  development  plan,  wc  need  to  slop  and  consider  the  long-term  consequences  of  our 
consumption  patterns.  In  order  to  reduce  global  warming  and  ensure  our  long-term  economic 
stability,  the  United  States  needs  to  develop  a  comprehensive  national  energy  strategy  which 
focuses  on  energy  conservation,  efficiency,  and  renewable  sources.  Without  this  comprehensive 
strategy,  BLM  cannot  justify  the  public  benefit  of  developing  the  Reserve  al  this  time. 


The  rushed  timeline  has  made  it  impossible  for  BLM  to  give  adequate  consideration  to  the 
affected  environment  and  the  special  areas  which  need  protection.  Our  scoping  comments,  dated 
April  4,  1997  predictaJ  the  outcome  of  this  process  when  we  wrote: 

The  short  time  frame  is  overly  ambitious  and  does  not  allow  for  adequate 
synthesis  of  already  existing  information,  much  less  provide  for  time  needed  to 
gather  new  data  where  current  information  is  insufficient.  Eighteen  months  will 
allow  tlic  planning  team  to  develop  only  a  vague  understanding  of  the  natural 
values  of  these  lands.  It  is  doubtful  that  the  BLM  will  even  be  able  to  determine 
sufficiently  what  is  needed  for  a  comprehensive  Integrated  Activities  Plan. 

Wc  give  credit  lo  the  dedicated  employees  of  BLM,  individuals  like  Aime  Morkill  in  Fairbanks 
and  Jim  Ducker  in  Anchorage,  who  have  worked  diligently  to  be  responsive  to  the  public's  needs 
and  make  die  best  out  of  an  ill-fated  situation.  The  best  intentions,  however,  are  far  from 
adequate  when  considering  the  fate  of  4.6  million  acres  of  relatively  untouched  land.  The  draft 
BIS  contains  serious  deficiencies  which  we  doubt  can  be  amehorated  in  the  few  remaining 
months  of  the  planning  process. 


The  agency  has  described  the  administrative  consideration  of  public  and  agency  comments  as 
complete  with  the  publication  of  the  fmal  EIS.  This  means  that  draft  EIS  is  the  only  document 
that  the  public  and  agencies  can  comment  on  where  comments  would  be  considered  and  taken 
into  accoiuit  in  preparation  of  the  final  document  and  record  of  decision.  However,  this  process 
means  that  the  only  opportunity  for  the  public  to  review  the  agency's  "preferred  alternative"  is  in 
the  final  EIS.  Although  BLM  is  mandated  to  give  the  public  and  agencies  a  30-day  window  to 
comments  on  the  final  EIS,  any  input  provided  during  this  window  will  not  be  considered  by 
BLM  and  the  only  avenue  for  further  consideration  is  to  file  an  administrative  appeal  with  the 
Interior  Bureau  of  Land  Appeals.  Consequently,  the  public  has  not  had  a  chance  to  accurately 
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assess  and  comment  on  BLM's  plans  because  there  is  no  specific  action  proposed  in  the  draft 
EIS. 
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We  believe  the  lack  of  a  preferred  alternative  in  the  draft  EIS  violates  the  intent  of  NEPA. 
According  to  NEPA,  **The  Federal  Government  shall  provide  leadership  in  protecting  and 
enhancing  the  quality  of  the  Nation's  environment..."  Not  providing  the  public  and  agencies 
with  a  proposed  course  of  action  is  a  failure  to  perfonn  the  leadership  flmction  required  by 
NEPA  and  expected  by  the  public  and  agencies.  In  order  to  conform  to  NEPA,  we  strongly 
recommend  that  BLM  develop  a  preferred  alternative  for  the  draft  EIS  and  engage  in  a  second 
comment  period  to  solicit  comments  on  this  specific  proposal.  Sound  public  policy  decisions 
hinge  on  a  fair  and  honest  public  involvement  process.  BLM  has  failed  on  this  count.  A  second 
comment  period  on  a  preferred  aUemative  will  allow  individuals  to  make  a  welLinformed 
decision  about  the  management  of  the  Reserve  and  will  demonstrate  BLM's  commitment  to  the 
public  decision  making  process. 

The  draft  EIS  shows  a  strong  bias  toward  oil  and  gas  development.  The  simultaneous  call  for 
nominations  of  lease  tr^ts  while  preparing  the  Reserve  EIS  illusfratcd  the  bias  from  the  onset. 
The  draft  EIS  confirms  our  earlier  concerns  (expressed  in  NAEC  scoping  comments,  April  4, 
1997.)  Under  NEPA,  federal  agencies  are  required  to  consider  the  ftill  range  of  alternatives  for  a 
proposed  project.  BLM's  alternatives  as  presented  in  the  draft  EIS,  however,  include  four 
leasing  alternatives  and  the  "No  Action"  alternative,  leaving  out  the  entire  other  side  of  the 
continuum.  The  balance  of  alternatives  for  permanent  wilderness  protection,  despite  strong 
public  input  requesting  their  inclusion  in  this  review,  is  left  as  an  absolute  void.  There  is  no 
alternative  which  proposes  permanent  protection  and  no  alternative  which  prohibits  the 
placement  of  surface  infrastructure  such  as  roads  and  pipelines.  The  truncated  review  in  the  draft 
EIS  leaves  a  vast  hole  in  the  required  comprehensive  assessment,  and  at  best,  identifies  the 
review  as  merely  a  consideration  of  the  impacts  of  oil  development  and  no  action  in  the  4.6 
million  acre  planning  area.  Therefore,  the  draft  EIS,  as  written,  docs  not  fulfill  the  requirements 
of  NEPA  or  conform  to  the  interests  of  the  public  to  at  the  very  least  consider  alternatives  to 
permanently  protect  some  or  all  of  the  planning  area.  In  addition,  the  inadequacy  of  the  draft 
EIS.  as  detailed  in  the  Trustees  comments,  violates  the  purposes  of  NEPA  which  includes: 

...the  analysis  of  environmental  factors  at  the  earliest  possible  time  so  as  to 
minimize  adverse  effects,  preclude  irreparable  damage  and  permit  an  inquiry 
which  is  unimpeded  by  economic  exigencies. 

The  full  range  of  alternatives  should  include  an  equally  wide  range  of  conservation  options  to 
balance  the  range  of  development  options.  For  example,  the  No  Action  alternative  should 
include  no  action  whatsoever-no  additional  protection  designations  as  well  as  no  leasing, 
seismic  activity  or  surface  occupancy  such  as  roads  or  pipelines,  The  range  of  conservation 
alternatives  should  include  consideration  of  permanent  protection  for  the  entire  4.6  million  acres 
of  the  Reserve  planning  area.  Between  these  two  extremes,  there  is  room  for  a  well  balanced, 
reasonable  conservation  ahemative.  In  order  to  conform  with  NTPA  and  the  public  interest, 
BLM  should  develop  a  range  of  conservation  alternatives  to  counter  their  development 
alternatives  in  the  draft  EIS. 
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The  draft  EIS  provides  no  compelling  reason  for  leasing  in  the  Reserve,  however,  ample  reasons 
point  lo  an  urgent  need  to  move  quickly  to  defend  from  any  harmful  impact  the  most  recognized 
areas  within  the  planning  area.  The  Northern  Center  proposes  a  conservation  alternative  which 
promotes  the  permanent  protection  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colvitle  River  Special  Areas. 
The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  should  initiate  a  wilderness  review  of  the  entire  4.6  million  area 
planning  area  and,  pending  the  Secretary's  decision,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should 
manage  these  two  areas  as  wilderness. 


The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  should  be  granted  permanent  protection  that  prohibits  all  oil 
development  facilities,  roads,  and  surface  occupancy.  The  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  provides 
essential  molting  habitat  for  internationally  significant  populations  of  Pacific  black  brant,  greater 
white-fronted  geese,  Canada  geese,  yellow  billed  loons,  and  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders.  The 
area  also  contains  the  core  calving  grounds  for  the  Teshekpuk  caribou  herd,  numbering 
approximately  25,000  aiiimals,  which  is  an  important  subsistence  resources  for  residents  in  the 


The  extraordinary  qualities  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  have  been  heralded  again  and  again  by 
conservationists,  biologists  and  agency  officials.  Congress  recognized  that  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
region  deserved  "maximum  protection"  in  the  1976  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  Production  Act.  In 
1977,  Interior  Department  designated  1 ,734,000  acres  as  a  Special  Area.  The  primary  reason  for 
designation  was  to  protect  the  unique  waterfowl  habitat.  Oil  leasing  and  drilling  is  incompatible 
and  inconsistent  with  the  intent  of  Congress  in  providing  maximum  protection  for  the  migratory 
waterfowl  habitat  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Leasing  should  be  permanently  prohibited  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  area  in  order  to  provide  maximum  protection  for  the  globally  significant 
waterfowl  habitat  and  subsistence  resources. 


Biologists  have  cited  their  concem  for  ill-planned  development  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special 
Area.  Rod  King  has  flown  waterfowl  surveys  in  the  Arctic  since  1 977  and  worked  as  a  biologist 
for  the  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Sen.'ice  for  30  years.  He  writes: 

In  July  1996,  US  Fish  &  Wildlife  Sen'ice  counted  23,500  Pacific  brant  on  lakes 
northeast  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  About  22  percent  of  the  world  population  of 
Pacific  brant  migrates  to  the  coastal  plain  of  the  Reserve  to  feed  and  grow  an 
entire  new  set  of  flight  feathers.  Chronic  disturbance  during  this  flightless  period 
would  prevent  the  brant  from  storing  enough  fat  to  migrate  6,000  miles  south  to 
winter  in  coastal  lagoons  along  the  Pacific  coast  of  Baja,  Mexico.  Black  brant 
seek  out  the  most  remote  places  for  their  entire  life  cycle  and  avoid  developed 
areas.  Almost  all  Pacific  black  brant  used  to  winter  in  San  Francisco  Bay.    Now 
they  have  moved  their  wintering  grounds  to  remote  bays  farther  south.  I  don't 
know  what  the  brant  will  do  or  where  they'll  go  if  their  summer  nesting,  molting 
and  pre-migration  staging  areas  are  disturbed  on  the  Arctic  coastal  plain. 
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that  BLM's  rationale  for  not  considering  areas  in  the  Reserve  for  wilderness  study  is  flawed  and 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  a  responsibility  to  the  public  to  conduct  a  formal  review  of 
the  Reserve  to  consider  possible  congressional  wildemess  designations  and  the  transfer  of  lands 
to  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  In  the  time  being,  BLM  should  protect  the  surface 
resources  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  by  managing  the  entire  area  as  wildemess. 


Additionally,  the  Colville  River  should  be  permanently  protected  and  no  development  activities, 
including  surface  occupancy,  roads,  or  gravel  removal,  should  be  permitted.  The  Colville  River 
Special  Area  is  the  largest  river  in  Alaska  which  flows  into  the  Arctic  Ocean.  The  Colville  and 
its  tributaries  provide  vital  habitat  for  moose  (because  of  an  uncommon  density  of  willow  on  the 
river)  brown  bear,  wolves,  wolverines,  and  at  least  twenty  species  of  anadromous  and  freshwater 
fish.  The  best-known  feature  of  the  Colville  River  is  its  extraordmary  concentrations  of 
songbirds  and  raptors,  including  the  Arctic  peregrine  falcon,  gyrfalcon  and  rough-legged  hawk. 
In  1977,  the  Interior  Department  recognized  the  importance  of  this  tmique  habitat  area  by 
designating  2.3  million  acres  of  the  Colville  River  as  a  Special  Area. 


Dr.  Thomas  Cade  conducted  research  studies  along  the  Colville  River  from  1952  to  1989 
collecting  information  on  raptors  and  their  prey  and  is  intimately  familiar  with  the  urunatched 
value  of  the  river.  According  to  Dr.  Cade: 

The  Colville  River  Special  Area  was  originally  designated  to  emphasize 
protection  of  the  exceptional  ecological  community  of  arctic  birds  of  prey — 
particularly  the  Peregrine  Falcon— that  nest  on  the  cliffs  and  bluffs  of  the  Colville 
River.  ...the  draf^  EIS  does  not  covey  anything  close  to  an  adequate  evaluation  of 
the  truly  unique  and  biological  features  of  the  reserve,  particularly  of  the  Colville 
River  Special  Area,  (comments  on  draft  NPRA  EIS,  2/20/98) 

Dr,  Cade  and  other  knowledgeable  scientists  have  long  recognized  the  Colville  River  as  one  of 
the  most  significant  habitats  for  raptors  in  North  America 


The  draft  EIS  fails  to  consider  the  important  ecological  connections  between  different  species  in 
a  given  area.  In  the  summer  months,  virtual  every  cliff  along  the  Colville  River  hosts  a  pair  of 
nesting  raptors  (peregrine,  gyrfalcon,  and  rough-legged  hawk).  For  example,  the  drafl  EIS 
provides  no  analysis  of  the  effect  that  a  decline  in  the  ptarmigan  population  would  have  on  the 
gyrfalcon  population  along  the  Colville  or  its  tributaries.  The  Colville  River  holds  a  unique 
combination  of  prime  nesting  habitat  and  abundant  prey.  Gyrfalcons  are  primarily  non- 
migratory  if  their  prey  (mostly  ptarmigan)  remains  abundant.  New  roads  to  the  Colville  River 
would  increase  local  access  to  himting.  The  ptarmigan  population  could  undergo  increased 
bunting  pressure  from  improved  access.  There  are  no  prohibitions  on  road  construction  in  the 
draft  EIS.  Further,  there  is  no  analysis  given  to  the  effect  that  local  mortality  of  ptarmigan  will 
have  on  their  predators  like  the  gyrfalcon.  
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And  yet,  not  only  are  the  qualities  of  this  vital  area  understated  in  the  document,  but  the  proposed 
options  for  protecting  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  are  woefully  inadequate.  We  believe 
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NAEC  Comments  on  the  Draft  NPR-A  EIS,  3/1 2/98,  page  7 


The  entire  Colville  River  Special  Area  should  be  included  for  wilderness  review.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  should  consider  the  transfer  of  the  management  of  the  Special  Area  to  the  US  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.  In  the  mean  time,  BLM  should  manage  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  as 
wilderness  and  prohibit  all  roads,  surface  occupancy,  permanent  or  seasonal  construction  and 
gravel  facilities. 
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Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment.  We  look  forward  to  reviewing  the  final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  again  suggest  that  the  public  be  afforded  an  opportunity  la 
review  and  comment  on  BLM's  proposed  action  and  have  those  comments  considered  in  a 
supplemental  document  prepared  prior  to  the  release  of  the  final  record  of  decision. 


Sincerely, 


Sara  Callaghan 

Wilderness  Campaign  Coordinator 


1853-001 

Please  refer  to  Sections  I.A.  and  I.B.I  for  (he  role  of  the  NPR-A  in  the  Nation's  energy 
future  and  the  purpose  of  the  Reserve.  Also,  please  see  Response  1851  -002. 

1853-002 

Please  see  Response  1 8.5 1  -054. 

1853-003,4,5,6,8 

Please  see  Responses  1851-054,  -055,  -056,  and  -058. 

1853-007 

The  BLM  does  not  expect  activities  discussed  in  the  EIS  to  result  in  any  significant  new 
road  construction.  Stipulation  39  provides  a  Vi  -mile  setback  from  the  Colville  River  for 
roads  and  other  pemianent  facilities.  The  BLM  would  have  little  control  of  local  winter 
ptarmigan  hunting,  specifically  where  hunters  are  transported  by  snowmachine.  Potential 
effects  of  excessive  ptarmigan  mortality  on  raptors  including  gyrfalcons  is  discussed  in 
Section  IV.H.S.d. 


Enclosures 
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PAMELA  A.  MILLER 


March  12,  1998 

Mr.  Gene  Terland 

NPR-A  Planning  Team 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Alaska  Region 

222  West  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  AK  995 1 3-7599 

Dear  Mr.  I'erland: 

I  wish  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/  Dratt 
Envrronmental  Impact  Stateme,!t  (DEIS)  for  the  northeast  section  of  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A)  released  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  December  10,  1997. 

.     . 'T  J^'^  concerned  about  the  fate  of  internationally  significant  wetlands,  wildlands  fish 
and  wildbfe  hab.tat  and  wild  rivers  in  the  planning  area    New  oil  fields  and  pipelines  are  rapidly 
extending  out  firom  Prudhoe  Bay  -  to  the  east  towards  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and 
on  the  west  to  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A).  This  single-minded  drive  to 
develop  all  oil  and  gas  resources  in  the  Arctic  could  leave  none  of  ,\merica's  arctic  outside  the 
vast  mdustnal  network  of  oil  and  and  gas  fields. 

There  is  no  national  need  at  this  time  to  justify  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  N]'R-A     With  at 
least  40  -  50  years  of  oil  production  still  left  in  existing  leases  on  Alaska's  North  Slope  there  is  no 
urgency  to  develop  oil  resources  in  the  NPR-A  today.  There  is  no  compelling  need  to  tap  our 
strategic  energy  reserves  now,  only  to  export  them  to  China.  Korea,  or  Japan  at  the  expense  of 
the  wildhte,  wild  nvers,  and  wilderness  in  the  NPR-A. 

T,„-,  H  o  !  ^','"'°"  Administration  should  proceed,  instead,  with  an  energy  policy  that  makes  the 
United  States  less  reliant  on  oil  through  alternatives  and  efficiency,  and  reduces  emissions  of 
greenhouse  gases 


The  North  Slope  oil  field  discoveries  already  stretch  130  miles  across  State  lands    Now 
they  want  more.  The  cumulative  effects  of  expanding  oil  development  across  Alaska's  arctic  have 
not  been  comprehensively  addressed.  There  should  be  no  new  leasing  in  NPR-A  before  this 
analysis  is  done. 


The  EIS  downplays  the  existing  North  Slope  oil  field  activities  and  inftaslructure  {such  as 
only  mentioning  141  miles  of  the  1,100  miles  of  existing  pipelines  and  showing  only  some  of  the 
existing  Oil  field  roads)  and  their  effects  on  wildlife  habitat.  The  efTects  of  currently  proposed  oil 
field  developments,  both  onshore  and  oflfshore,  arc  not  considered  in  the  "cumulative"  case 


001 


002 
003 


Therefore,  ihis  EIS  continues  the  Prudhoe  Bay  tradition  of  piecemealing  development  decisions.       I  003 


Key  environmental  impacts  are  underestimated    The  DEIS  underestimates  the 
potential  effects  of  oil  exploration  and  development  from  disturbance,  habitat  degradation  or  loss, 
and  pollution  lo  fish  and  wildlife  and  their  habitats  


The  EIS  assumptions  (e.g.  vague  hypothetical  development  scenarios  and  use  of  the 
incomplete  information  about  the  .Alpine  oil  field  development)  greatly  downplay  the  potential 
industrial  activities  and  constmction  needed  for  oil  exploration  and  development  in  NPR-A-  and 
therefore  the  effects  on  wildlife,  wild  rivers,  and  wildlands.    The  DEIS  assumes  that  major  road 
networks  won't  be  built:  even  though  there  are  not  stnct  stipulations  to  prohibit  this,  the  effects  of 
road  networks  or  gravel  mining  needed  for  such  roads,  are  not  analyzed.  


Pipelines  crossing  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  would  be  allowed  in  all  leasing 
alternatives  despite  risks  lo  this  internationally  significant  habitat.  There  would  be  degradation 
caused  by  construction  and  oil  spills,  both  chronic  and  major.  If  there  were  no  roads  along  the 
pipelines,  summer  response  would  be  by  helicopter-  extremely  disturbing  to  the  sensitive  molting 
geese-  and  fi-equent  plane  ftights  would  be  needed  for  leak  surveillance.   Allowing  pipelines  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  would  increase  demand  for  other  oil  field  facilities.  


The  direct  and  cumulative  effects  fi-om  roads,  staging  areas,  causeways,  processing  plants, 
and  pipelines  fi-om  offshore  oil  developments  are  reasonably  foreseeable.  Even  though  these 
threaten  the  internationally  significant  waterfowl  habitats  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area, 
they  are  not  analyzed  in  the  EIS. 


The  Stipulations  have  loopholes  that  make  Ihem  virtually  meaningless.  Despite  a  long  list 
of  stipulations  for  the  areas  to  be  leased,  only  7  are  proposed  to  be  lease-sale  stipulations,  and  all 
of  them  have  major  loopholes  allowing  them  to  be  waived  or  exempted.  The  basis  of  stipulations 
was  that  they  must  allow  oil  fields  to  be  built,  and  there  is  no  scientific  evidence  that  they  will  be 
adequate  in  reducing  impacts  to  an  acceptable  level  Once  the  property-  right  of  a  lease  is  sold,  it 
is  extremely  hard  to  hold  firm  on  restrictions  that  would  prevent  drilling,  development,  or  other 
industrial  activities.  Furthermore,  oil  companies  should  not  be  allowed  to  conduct  the  necessary 
caribou  or  migratory  bird  monitoring  studies  in  NPR-A  -  they  should  provide  fiinding  for  the 
agencies  to  conduct  studies. 


Stipule 


itions  (even  if  strengthened)  cannot  substitute  for  the  "maximum  protection"  legally 
required  to  protect  the  surface  resources  of  Teshekpuk  Lake.  Colville  River,  and  other  special 
areas  -  only  no  leasing  can  achieve  Ihal  Congressional  intent    Even  if  certain  areas  were  not 
"available  for  leasing"  in  the  first  lease  sale,  there  is  no  assurance  that  such  acreage  would  not  be 
added  right  back  in  later.   In  fact,  there  is  no  assurance  thai  lands  "unavailable  for  leasing ', 
deferred,  delayed,  or  deleted,  would  not  later  be  added  to  the  mix  for  a  new  lease  sale  -  even 
without  a  new  EIS 


Permanent  prelection  is  needed  for  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  Special  Areas ' 
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V-364 


(wilh  ihe  addition  of  the  Kogosukruk  and  Kikial<arolc  Rivers)  prior  to  any  consideration  of  new 
leasing  in  NPR-A  A  new  conservation  alternative  is  needed  because  none  of  the  DEIS 
alternatives  provide  adequate  protection  to  fish  and  wildlife,  rivers,  or  wildiands.  We  should  not 
gamble  with  these  internationally  significant  areas 

'Ilic  ipectacubr  Colvillc  River  should  be  recommended  for  "Wild  River"  designation  by 
Congress,  but  permanent  protection  is  also  needed  for  the  entire  special  area.   A  new  conseivation 
alternative  because  none  of  the  drafi  F.IS  alternatives  provide  adequate  protection  to  fish  and 
wildlife,  rivers,  or  wildiands,  nor  provide  proposals  for  permanent  protection. 

The  two  existing  special  areas,  and  other  new  ones  that  may  be  identified  after  thorough 
scientific  review  is  complete,  should  be  permanently  protected.  There  should  be  no  leasing,  and 
they  should  be  forever  olT-limits  fi-om  any  industrial  activity.  This  includes  seismic  testing,  oil 
drilling,  gravel  mines,  production  pads,  docks,  seawater  treatment  plants,  roads,  pipelines,  airports 
or  helicopter  landing  sites,  and  other  oil  and  gas  development  facilities. 
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Finally,  there  has  been  new  discussion  of  possible  land  exchanges  to  .-Xrctic  Slope  Regional 
Corporation  in  the  NPR-A,  including  in  the  planning  area.  I  do  not  believe  that  such  an  exchange 
would  be  in  the  public  interest.  The  Federal  Treasury  would  lose  its  50%  share  of  all  potential 
royalties.   It  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  terms  of  the  trade,  either  with  respect  to  financial  return  to 
the  public,  or  in  terns  of  natural  resources  values  would  be  of  equal  value.  An  instnictive 
comparable  example  is  Ihe  1 983  Chandler  Lake  exchange  between  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  ASRC    The  General  Accounting  Office  found  "it  was  not  in  the  Government's  best  interest" 
(GAO,'RCED-90-S)  because  the  exchange  values  were  not  equal    It  concluded  that  the 
Government  undervalued  the  subsurface  lands  it  relinquished  by  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
and  that  a  thorough  review  under  NEPA  was  not  conducted.  Furthermore,  the  results  of  the 
eariier  Chandler  Lake  exchange  continue  to  threaten  integrity  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  because  ASRC  obtained  key  subsurface  inholdings  within  valuable  habitats.   If  such  an 
exchange  is  considered  by  Interior,  then  a  new  scoping  process  for  a  Legislative  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  would  be  needed 


In  conclusion,  I  oppose  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  at  this  time  because  1  do  not  believe  that  it 
will  contribute  to  our  national  energy  needs  nor  take  our  nation  in  the  right  direction  for  solving 
the  problem  of  global  climate  change. 

I  have  attached  five  photographs  that  1  took  in  the  Colville  River  delta  and  near  Ocean 
Point  (attachments  1-5)    I  have  spent  much  time  over  the  past  fifteen  years  as  a  biologist  and 
conservationist  in  many  areas  of  the  Arctic  coastal  plain.  This  incredibly  rich  area  is  priceless- 
just  as  it  is  naturally    Wild,  the  freedom  of  Ihe  wind,  the  flocks  of  birds  coming  from  6  continents. 
The  oil  companies  are  wailing  at  the  gate.   There  is  absolutely  no  reason  why  they  shouldn't  wait 
longer    The  public  already  knows  that  the  wildlife  values  are  worth  more  than  the  oil.   Oil  in  the 
ground,  in  a  Petroleum  Reserve,  is  the  right  place  for  it. 


I  hope  my  pictures  can  bring  an  echo  of  the  loon's  song  into  the  room  where  these 
comments  are  read 


Sincerely. 


"P-wOv  Cl\j~- 


Pamela  A.  Miller 


Altachements  1-4. 
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1854-001 

For  a  discussion  on  the  national  interest  in  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  NPR-A,  please  refer  to  Section  I. A. 
Also,  please  see  Response  1 85 1  -002. 

1854-002 

Please  see  Response  1851-026. 

1854-003 

Please  see  Response  1851-025. 

1854-004 

The  potential  effects  of  disturbance,  habitat  degradation  or  loss,  and  pollution  to  fish  and  wildlife  and  their 
habitats  from  oil  exploration  and  development  have  been  analyzed.  The  BLM  believes  the  estimates  of  the 
potential  effects  presented  in  the  EIS  are  reasonable.  This  analysis  is  based  on  the  infonnation  presented  in 
Sections  III  and  IV. A  of  the  EIS.  No  specific  criticism  of  this  information  was  offered  in  the  comment,  nor 
was  any  explanation  provided  as  to  the  reason  the  commcnter  thought  the  potential  effects  were 
underestimated.  Without  this  information,  we  are  unable  to  provide  a  more  detailed  response. 

1854-005 

The  BLM  is  forced  into  generalized  scenarios  because  the  actual  location  and  timing  of  new 
discoveries/development  cannot  be  known  with  any  reasonable  certainty.  Please  see  Responses  1851-01 1,  - 
013,  -038  and  1652-031.  See  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48  for  restrictions  on  permanent  roads  in  the 
planning  area. 

1854-006 

Although  pipelines  would  be  allowed  in  the  Goose  Molting  LUEA,  pipeline  construction  would  be 
suspended  during  the  intensive-use  period  (June  15-August  20,  Stipulation  34)  unless  the  FWS  approves 
continued  activity.  Also,  construction  must  avoid  altering  goose-feeding  habitats  along  lakeshore  margins 
identified  by  the  FWS  (Alternatives  A-E,  Stipulation  32).  The  BLM  does  not  expect  pipeline  construction  to 
cause  significant  habitat  degradation.  Transport  of  materials  and  much  construction  are  expected  to  occur 
during  winter.  Although  the  site  where  an  oil  spill  might  occur  is  speculative,  spilled  oil  is  likely  to  remain 
localized  (e.g.,  tundra  and  ponds  or  lakes  in  the  immediate  vicinity);  therefore,  response  and  cleanup  will  be 
confined  to  a  relatively  small  area.  Required  oil-spill-contingency  plans  will  address  such  aspects  as 
stockpiling  oil-  spill-response  equipment  and  response  procedures.   Should  development  occur,  the  location 
of  facilities  specified  in  a  development  plan  will  allow  a  precise  oil  spill-contingency  plan  to  be  formulated. 
Pipeline  surveillance  by  aircraft  may  not  be  frequent  (perhaps  1/week)  because  other  methods  for  monitoring 
pipeline  integrity  would  be  in  use  (e.g.,  electronic  leak  detection  and  monitoring  systems). 

1854-007 

In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  all  stipulations  will  be  attached  to  oil  and  gas  leases.   Exceptions  to  stipulations 
may  be  granted  only  if  the  stipulation  is  technically  not  feasible,  economically  prohibitive,  or  an 
environmentally  preferable  alternative  is  available  and  the  objectives  for  which  the  stipulation  is  proposed 
can  be  fully  satisfied  through  the  alternative  means  proposed  by  the  lessee.  Before  BLM  could  authorized 
such  an  exception,  it  also  would  consult  with  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies. 

The  BLM  will  oversee  studies  required  of  oil  and  gas  lessees.  The  agency  and  a  lessee  could  enter  into  a 
cooperative  agreement  by  which  the  lessee  funds  BLM  work  on  a  study.  However,  BLM  does  not  have  the 
authority  to  require  lessees  to  fund  government  activities. 

1854-008 

Congress  did  not  intend  that  maximum  protection  preclude  leasing.  The  NPRPA  requires  management 
"maximum  protection"  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  which  is  to  provide  for  the  energy  needs  of 
the  Nation.  Moreover,  House  of  Representatives  managers  of  the  legislation  stated  that  "maximum 


protection  of  such  surface  values'  is  not  a  prohibition  of  exploration-related  activities"  within  Special  Areas: 
{United  Stales  Code  Congressional  and  Administrative  News,  94th  Congress,  2d  sess.,  2:523). 

In  second  and  subsequent  oil  and  gas  sales,  BLM  would  be  able  to  lease  only  those  lands  identified  as 
available  for  leasing  in  this  lAP/EIS. 

1854-009 

Please  see  Response  1851-058. 

1854-010 

Currently,  no  exchange  proposal  is  under  consideration  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  or  by  BLM.  As 
stated  in  Section  II. G,  lands  in  the  planning  area  have  been  identified  as  desirable  for  retention.  Any  future 
exchange  proposal  would  be  analyzed  at  the  time  of  submission  and  would  have  to  be  shown  to  be  in  the 
public  interest. 
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In  Reply  Refer  To: 
Mail  Stop   423 


MAR  1 6  1998 


MEMORANDUM 


To:  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

From:         James  F.  Devine  SIQ^SQ 

Senior  Advisor  for  Science  Applications 

Subject:      Review  of  the  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Northeast  Comer  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 

As  requested  in  your  correspondence  of  November  19,  1997.  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS) 
has  reviewed  the  subject  draft  integrated  activity  plan/environmental  impact  statement  (lAP/EIS) 
and  offers  the  following  comments. 

PART  m— DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT. 


The  heart  of  this  chapter  is  the  oil  and  gas  resource  assessment  (p.  III-A-l  1):  however,  more 
details  regarding  the  assessment  would  be  helpful.  In  particular,  there  is  no  description  of 
assessment  methodology,  no  record  of  actual  assessment  input,  no  rationale  for  how  input  was 
established,  and  no  description  of  how  input  was  used  to  calculate  results.  References  arc  made 
to  two  recent  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS)  publications  (USDOI,  MMS,  1996d  and 
Sherwood,  Craig,  and  Cooke.  1996),  but  those  publications  do  not  provide  explanations  of  the 
computational  aspects  of  the  methodology. 


The  answers  to  the  following  questions  regarding  the  assessment  methodology  would  improve 
the  lAP/EIS:  How  does  the  computer  assessment  program  work  and  what  efforts  were  made  to 
constrain  the  results  in  terms  of  the  prevailing  geological  understanding  of  the  area?  Was  there 
an  independent  geological  assessment  made  or  did  the  computer  generated  output  constitute  the 
geological  assessment?  What  were  the  re,sulLs  of  the  geological  assessment?  What  constituted 
the  basic  information  of  the  geologic  assessment? 


The  assessment  methodology  applied  by  MMS/BLM  is  based  on  a  Canadian  model  that  fills  in  a 
distribution  of  oil  discoveries.  Does  the  methodology  used  in  this  assessment  incorporate 
drilling  data  from  both  successful  and  unsuccessful  tests?  How  were  the  numerous  dry  holes 
that  have  been  drilled  in  NPRA  considered  in  this  assessment?  


A  part  of  output  assessment  that  can  be  used  to  evaluate  the  soundness  of  the  methodology  and 
to  address  economic  considerations  is  the  undLscovered  accumulation  size  distribution.  We 
found  no  evidence  that  such  distributions  were  used  for  the  planning  area.  What  is  the 
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undiscovered  field  sire  distribution  for  this  area?  How  does  it  compare  to  the  historical  field 
size  distributions  for  the  area  and  for  areas  just  to  the  east  of  the  Planning  area?  Is  the  area  to 
the  east  a  reasonable  analogue? 


In  testing  various  assessment  methodologies  on  well  constrained,  international  data  sets,  the 
USGS  has  found  that  the  Canadian  methodology  (PETRIMES)  yields  exceedingly  large  results 
compared  to  several  other  methodologies.  Did  the  MMS/BLM  assessment  team  try  alternative 
methodologies  and  compare  results?  What  tests  or  calibrations  of  the  methodology  can  be  cited 
to  provide  confidence  that  the  results  are  reasonable? 


For  the  economic  assessment  (p.  in-A-24),  no  details  are  provided  regarding  cost  information  or 
basic  data  such  as  production  well  productivity,  cost  facilities,  pipeline  layout,  drilling,  or 
network  to  get  to  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  (TAPS)  from  the  fields.  These  costs  are 
essential  to  evaluate  the  validity  of  the  analysis.  What  was  the  source  of  the  onshore  facilities 
and  drilling  information?  What  constimted  the  geologic  information  that  was  in  the  economic 
component  of  the  assessment,  field  sizes,  depths  of  discoveries,  whether  fields  were  oil  or  gas? 
No  intermediate  results  are  given  to  judge  the  validity  of  the  final  economic  analysis.  What 
were  the  minimum  economic  field  sizes?  Did  they  vary  with  play  characteristics,  accumulation 
depth,  and  distance  to  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline? 


The  lack  of  documentation  regarding  methodology  deprives  the  audience  of  the  assumptions, 
risk  evaluadon,  basic  geologic  information,  and  sources  of  information  (reference  citations  are 
very  limited  or  missing).  Most  importantly,  it  precludes  an  objective  evaluation  of  the  process 
to  estimate  resources  and.  therefore,  the  validity  of  the  results.  


The  following  are  suggestions  for  clarification  and/or  enhancement  of  the  report. 

Page  III-A-l,  (b) 

A  reference  or  other  documentation  for  the  statement,  "Three  deposits  of  bentonite  clay  are 
located  in  the  Umiat  quadrangle..."  is  needed  here. 

Page  m-A-l 

The  report  lists  mineral  potential,  clay  potential,  uranium  potential,  and  coal  potential,  but  does 
not  mention  industrial  minerals,  such  as  barite,  even  though  it  points  out  the  usefulness  of 
bentonite  clay  in  drilling  muds.  


Page  ni-A-2,  column  1,  paragraph  S 


"New  stratigraphic  play  concepts  for  the  Jurassic  system..."  are  not  altogether  new  and  were 
recognized  in  part  in  the  original  USGS  NPRA  work  described  in  Gryc  (1988).  These  include 
the  Simpson  sand  and  unnamed  sands  in  the  South  Meade  and  Koluktak  wells.  Several  other 
prospective  sandstone  reservoir  units  in  the  'Beaufortian'  Early  Cretaceous  part  of  the  Kingak 
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Shale  and  overlying  the  LCU  (in  TunaUk,  Walakpa,  Ikpikpuk,  Foran,  etc.)  were  also  identified 
earlier.  These  were  all  considered  in  the  USGS  1995  assessment  of  the  northern  Alaska  area. 


Page  III-A-2,  column  2  (second  paragraph  from  bottom) 

The  statement  that  "Numerous  oil  and  gas  shows  were  reported,  but  no  commercial  fields  were 
discovered."  is  inconsistent  with  the  discussion  two  paragraphs  before  about  oil  and  gas 
discoveries  made  by  the  Navy  (which  were  not  commercial  either).  Mention  should  be  made  of 
the  discovery  of  the  Bast  Barrow  and  Walakpa  gas  fields  during  second  phase  exploration.  They 
have  been  producing  for  the  benefit  of  the  population  of  Barrow. 


Page  III-A-7,  coliumi  1,  paragraph  2 

References  should  include  Gryc,  C,  ed.,  1988,  USGS  PP  1399,  or  the  separate  chapters  in  the 
Geologic  Framework  section  within  it  by  Grantz,  et  al;  Kitschner  &  Rycerski;  and  Bird. 


Page  III-A-7,  column  2,  paragraph  3 

Include  Tarn  in  list  of  fields.  It  is  mentioned  in  the  next  paragraph. 

Page  III-A-12,  column  1,  paragraph  4 

Include  timing  among  the  play  attributes,  unless  it  is  implicit  in  hydrocarbon  source  in  the 
definition  of  geologic  plays. 

Page  III-A-12,  column  2,  paragraph  3 

Eleven  plays,  not  seven,  were  assessed  in  the  1995  USGS  assessment  of  northern  Alaska. 

Page  in-A-12,  column  2,  paragraph  4 

"Further  play  groupings..."  suggests  that  these  arc  in  addition  to  the  14  plays  cited.    We 
recommend  that  it  read  "Play  groupings  were  also  based..." 


Page  HI-A-13,  column  1,  paragraph  1 

"Ellesmerian  and  Beaufortian  rocks  above  this  ridge.. ..compared  to  sediments  deposited  to  the 
south."  is  ambiguous  in  the  sense  that  the  reader  is  not  sure  that  it  refers  to  rocks  overlying  the 
ridge,  or  north  of  the  ridge. 


Page  OI-A-13,  column  1,  paragraph  4 

Minimum  depth  of  Play  1  should  be  more  like  8500  ft  rather  than  6000  ft.  Play  2  mmimum 
depth  looks  too  shallow. 
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Page  ni-A-13,  column  2,  paragraph  2  018 

The  name  of  Play  3  is  not  shown  on  the  play  map. 

Page  III-A-I3,  column  2,  paragraph  3 

"Fish  Creek  platform"  is  not  shown  or  identified  on  the  map  (Fig.  ni.A.l.a(3)-2) 

Page  m-A-I5,  map 

In  caption,  THRUST  BELT  is  not  shown  nor  is  Lisbume  well. 

Page  HI-A-IS,  map  021 

Is  the  northern  part  of  the  map  set  off  by  a  heavy  black  line  and  designated  "Kuparuk  and 
Kingak  formations  absent"  part  of  the  Beaufortian  Play  or  not?  Why  is  Alpine  on  the  map  listed 
at  300  MMBO  and  in  the  caption  at  365?  


Page  Ill-A-20,  column  I,  paragraph  1  &  3 

Molenaar,  Bird,  and  Collett,  1988  should  be  1986.  (see  also  column  2,  paragraph  2  for  same)^ 

Page  in-A-20,  column  1,  paragraph  2 

Inconsistent  labeling.  Remove  parentheses  from  Brookian  (Turbidites)-Gas  Belt  play  and  show 
with  same  title  on  map  on  p.  21. 


Page  IlI-A-20,  column  2,  paragraph  1 

Mention  should  be  made  of  both  the  Fish  Creek  and  Simpson  oil  accumulations  and  seeps  when 
discussing  the  Brookian  Topset  play  and  point  out  the  really  big  oil  in  this  play  just  30  miles  to 
the  east  in  West  Sak  &  Ugnu  fields. 


Page  III-A-20,  column  2,  paragraph  3 

Comparisons  offered  before  the  results  of  this  assessment  have  been  presented  seem  to  be  out  of 
order.  We  suggest  you  present  your  findings  first  and  then  show  the  reader  how  they  compare 
to  previous  work.    Under  "previous  work"  you  seem  to  be  considering  only  the  1995 
assessment.  Given  the  long  history  of  resource  assessment  in  NPRA,  some  explanation  of  why 
that  restricted  view  is  taken  should  be  included. 
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Page  in-A-20,  column  2,  paragraph  4 

As  you  have  observed,  thermal  maturity  data  and  maps  in  Johnsson  et  al.  suggest  the  possibility 
for  oil  in  plays  south  of  the  Barrow  Arch.  In  the  1995  USGS  assessment,  the  preponderance  of 
gas  as  the  dominant  hydrocarbon  show  in  exploratory  tests  south  of  the  arch  lead  the  USGS  to 
designate  those  as  gas  plays.  If  you  cite  vitrinite  reflectance  data  as  (indirect)  evidence  of 
potential  hydrocarbon  state,  it  seems  you  also  should  cite  the  (direct)  evidence  provided  by 
hydrocarbon  shows. 


Page  III-A-22,  coliimii  1,  paragraph  2 

The  statement  that  "The  1995  USGS  assessment  did  not  assign  any  particular  importance  to  the 
Beaufortian  play"  is  inaccurate.  The  1995  assessment  clearly  assigned  importance  to  the 
Beaufortian  play  and  specifically  identified  Jurassic  reservoirs  as  likely  for  oil  accumulations. 
In  fact,  the  USGS  1995  assessment  results  carry  that  play  as  the  second  most  important  play  in 
the  region  with  an  estimated  mean  of  1.584  mmbo  of  technically  recoverable  oil  and  natural  gas 
liquids  with  field  sizes  estimated  to  range  up  to  500  mmbo  (F5). 


Page  IlI-A-22,  column  1,  paragraph  3 

This  paragraph  is  a  misleading  comparison  of  estimates;  the  estimates  of  USGS  Topset  and 
Turbidite  plays  are  for  the  entire  North  Slope,  whereas  the  estimates  reported  in  this  draft  report 
are  for  the  tiny  part  of  the  North  Slope  represented  by  the  study  area  within  NPRA. 
Furthermore,  Attanasi  and  Bird  (1996,  open-file  95-75J)  report  that  resources  within  these  plays 
arc  not  believed  to  be  uniformly  distributed.  Rather,  undiscovered  resources  are  estimated  to  be 
greatest  in  the  eastern  pans  and  least  in  the  western  (NPRA)  parts  of  these  plays. 


Page  in-A-23,  column  2,  paragraph  1  and  p.  24  Fig  III.A,l.a(3)-7 

Repotting  the  sum  of  oil  and  gas  as  BOE  when  gas  currently  has  no  economic  value,  and  has 
very  different  economic  and  technologic  constraints  for  development  compared  to  oil,  seems 
misleading.  The  actual  energy  equivalency  used  for  the  conversion  of  gas  is  not  presented  in 
either  the  narrative  or  the  figure. 

Page  III-A-25,  column  2,  paragraph  2 

Under  the  heading  "Economic  modeling  approach"  one  finds  a  comparison  of  "key"  differences 
between  this  report  and  the  USGS  assessment  before  the  results  are  presented. 


Page  III-A-26,  column  1,  paragraph  2 

The  assertion  that,  'The  USGS  approach  relies  more  on  analogs  than  actual  prospect  mapping.' 
is  incorrect.  Ordinarily  it  is  true,  but  in  the  case  of  NPRA  assessments,  our  method  relied 
equally  as  much  as  MMS/BLM  on  prospect  mapping.  That  information  was  carried  forward 
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into  the  1995  assessment  of  northern  Alaska.  Both  methods  rely  on  analogs  for  unmapped 
accumulations. 

Page  in-A-31,  column  1,  paragraph  2 

The  statement  thai  direct  comparisons  between  this  assessment  and  the  1995  USGS  assessment 
are  impossible  does  not  prevent  comparisons  being  made.  In  spite  of  all  the  uncertainties 
inherent  in  oil  and  gas  assessments  and  economic  analyses,  emphasizing  that  the  mean 
economic  resource  at  $18/bbl  is  23%  higher  in  this  assessment  than  in  1995,  seems  pointless.  A 
23%  difference  between  results  derived  by  different  methodologies  represents  pretty  good 
agreement  given  the  state  of  die  science.  MMS  reported  changes  in  the  Alaskan  offshore  of 
20%  for  oil  and  109%  for  gas  between  1989  and  1995  using  basically  the  same  methodology. 

Page  III-A-3 1,  column  2,  paragraph  4 

After  ",..<!, 000  ft.  in  elevation"  add  "and  covered  by  thin  eolian  sands. 


Page  I!I-A-31,  column  2,  paragraph  4 

It  should  be  noted  that  ice  wedges  do  not  melt  each  summer  and  freeze  again  the  following 
winter.  The  continuous  presence  of  permafrost  creates  a  permanent  potential  problem.  If 
anything  exposes  the  frozen  soil  causing  it  lo  thaw,  severe  slumping  becomes  a  problem  to 
travel  and  working  with  machinery  in  the  area.  Areas  that  have  seemed  stable  for  many  years 
because  they  are  firm  when  perennially  frozen,  can  become  vehicle  traps  if  exposed  to  anything 
that  causes  more  hcaliitg  of  the  eanh.  See  Fenians,  J.O.  Jr.  et.  al..  USGS  Professional  Paper 
678,  Permafrost  and  Related  Engineering  Problems  in  Alaska. 


Page  III-A-3S,  column  1,  paragraph  3 

The  section  on  Sand  and  Gravel  does  not  include  all  the  relevant  information  available.  The 
following  information  is  offered  lo  make  the  section  more  comprehensive. 

The  area  is  covered  with  a  thin  veneer  of  eolian  sand.  Gravels  are  also  found  specifically  in 
flood  plains  and  low  terraces. 

Sand  with  ice  can  slump,  collapse,  and/or  liquefy. 

Page  in-A-35,  colimm  1 

After  paragraph  4 The  addition  of  the  following  paragraphs  could  enhance  this  section. 

Unconsolidated  deposits  of  marine,  fiuvial,  eolian,  colluvial,  upland  sand  and  sih,  and  lacustrine 
origin  mantle  bedrock  in  the  planning  area.  Alluvium,  which  consists  of  deposits  of  fine  lo 
medium  sand,  silty  sand,  gravel  and  gravelly  sand  is  probably  no  more  than  5  m  thick  along 
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modem  channels  and  includes  flood  plain  and  alluvial  terrace  deposits  as  much  as  8  m  above 
modem  streams.  Terrace  drainage  is  generally  poor  and  subject  to  flooding  to  6  or  8  m  above 
low  water  at  some  streams.  Permafrost  underlies  the  alluvium  except  for  a  2-  to  6-m  thick 
unfrozen  layer  beneath  the  larger  channels  and  lakes.  Point  bar  and  channel  deposits  with  less 
than  6  percent  silt  are  generally  not  frost  susceptible.  The  material  provides  good  foundations  in 
channel  and  bar  areas  where  alluvium  consists  of  medium  to  coarse  sand,  gravelly  sand  and 
gravel.  Areas  with  low  silt  content  may  be  suitable  for  fill.  Excavation  of  stieam-bed  materials 
may  pose  environmental  problems. 

Marine  silt  and  sand  is  perennially  frozen  beneath  an  active  layer  that  is  generally  less  than  0.5ra 
thick.  Active  ice  wedges  are  well  developed  and  fossil  ice  wedges  locally  occur  at  depths  of  a 
few  meters.  In  these  sediments  ice  wedges  are  well  developed  and  interstitial  ice  content  is 
high.  Interstitial  ice  content  in  excess  of  natural  voids  will  produce  settlement  upon  thawing. 
Similar  deposits  near  Barrow  are  supersaturated  with  ice  down  to  about  6  to  8  ra  with  ice 
content  of  75%  by  volume  at  a  depth  of  1  m.  exclusive  of  wedge  ice.  The  sediments  are  highly 
frost  susceptible  and  are  not  suitable  for  foundations  because  of  excessive  differential  settlement 
of  ice-rich  permafrost  with  the  silt  having  a  high  liquefaction  potential  when  thawed.  Sand  may 
be  suitable  for  fill,  base  source,  or  surfacing  if  silt  content  is  low  and  if  stabilized  by  vegetation 
to  prevent  deflation. 

Eolian  sand  ranges  in  thickness  from  a  few  m  to  more  than  30  m  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain. 
The  eolian  sand  forms  the  eastern  edge  of  a  large  sand  sea.  Eolian  sand  is  underline  by 
permafrost.  The  sand  is  adequate  for  natural  foundations  but  requires  stabilization  for  use  as  a 
surface  material  or  fill.  The  material  is  relatively  easy  to  excavate  with  a  ripper  on  well  drained 
dune  ridges.  The  eolian  sand  is  very  sensitive  to  surface  dismrbances.  Locally,  sand  may  be 
liquefiable  when  thawed  and  saturated. 

Upland  sand  and  silt  occurs  throughout  the  southern  portion  (Arctic  Foothills  Province)  study 
area  and  ranges  from  a  few  m  to  as  much  as  20  m  thick.  Predominantly  wind  blown  very  fine 
sand  and  silt  includes  some  clay  and  layers  and  lenses  of  chert  granules  and  pebbles.  Ice 
wedges  are  well  developed  and  sediment  may  contain  a  high  volume  of  interstitial  ice.  The 
material  is  not  suitable  for  use  except  as  binder  material.  The  material  is  not  suitable  for 
foundations  because  of  excessive  differential  settlement  when  ice-rich  pcnmafrost  thaws. 
Locally  the  deposits  may  be  liquefiable  when  thawed  and  saturated.  (Carter,  1983,  (Teshekpuk 
quadrangle);  Carter  and  Galloway,  1 985,  (Harrison  Bay  quadrangle);  Carter  and  Galloway  1 986, 
(Umiat  quadrangle);  and  Carter  and  Galloway,  1988,  (Ikpikpuk  River  quadrangle)). 

Page  III-A-35,  column  1,  paragraph  6 

A  sentence  explaining  what  this  NPRPA  legislation  says  about  sand  and  gravel  resources  would 
be  helpful. 
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Page  ni-A-35,  colimm  2,  paragraph  3 

This  sentence  could  be  added  after  "...ice  pads,  and  roads."  to  the  paragraph,  'The  tatter  part  of 
the  NPR-A  exploration  program  used  reduced  gravel  in  conjunction  with  insulation  in  pads,  and 
ice  reinforced  silt  pads,  and  ice  roads  and  airstrips  (Kachadoorian,  Reuben,  and  Crory,  1988)." 


Page  III-A-3S,  colmnn  2,  paragraph  3 

What  types  of  changes  is  CRRL  monitoring?  What  are  the  results  of  this  monitoring? 

Page  III-A-35,  column  2,  paragraph  4 

"...important  for  fishery  needs  to  dismrb."  A  reference  is  needed. 

Page  III-A-3S,  column  2,  paragraph  4 

Add  these  two  sentences  to  the  beginning  of  the  paragraph  to  highlight  the  needs  and  uses  of 
sand  and  gravel.  "Generally,  the  high  cost  of  obtaining  aggregates  (sand  and  gravel)  in  the 
Arctic  make  them  useful  for  permanent  facilities  where  other  less  expensive  options  such  as  ice 
techniques  can  be  used  for  temporary  or  seasonal  needs.  The  trade-off  between  the  use  of  local 
materials  with  enhancements  over  transportation  of  sand  and  gravel  over  any  distance  over 
construction  with  ice  is  an  economic  decision." 


Page  ni-A-35,  colunm  2,  paragraph  4 

The  following  sentences  should  be  added  to  the  end  of  this  paragraph.  "If  material  is  removed 
from  ridges  or  hillsides,  debris  flows  and  thawing  of  ice-rich  materials  becomes  an 
environmental  consideration.  Development  of  gravel  roads  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  may 
impact  wildlife  habitat.  A  good  understanding  of  road-tundra  interactions  and  well-devised 
mitigative  measures  are  required  to  minimize  future  impacts." 


Page  III-A-3S,  column  2,  paragraph  5 

Add  this  statement  after  paragraph  5.  "All  of  NPR-A  is  underlain  by  permafrost,  thus  all  of  the 
engineering  and  geotechnical  problems  associated  with  excavation  of  sand  and  gravel  and  its  use 
in  construction  have  the  potential  of  dismibing  the  thermal  regime  of  the  ground  surface  thus 
affecting  the  environment." 
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Page  in-A-35,  column  2,  paragraph  6 

The  entire  Paleonlological  Resources  section  contains  many  inaccuracies.  Additional  work  by  a 
paleontologist  is  needed  before  this  section  is  credible. 
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Page  III-A-38,  column  2,  paragtaph  5 

The  "one  well"  should  be  identified  as:  ARCO,  Brontosaunis- 1 .  Also,  the  location  of  this  well 
does  not  appear  to  be  shown  on  any  of  the  maps. 


The  following  is  a  list  of  literature  references  containing  additional  information  related  to  this 
EIS. 
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Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  Alaska:  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Open-File  Report  97-702, 12  p. 
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1869-001 

We  agree  that  a  more  detailed  description  of  the  petroleum  resource  assessment  methodology  might  be 
helpful  for  certain  segments  of  the  draft  lAP/EIS  audience.  However,  this  assessment  was  published  in  an 
abbreviated  fashion  so  that  it  would  be  understood  by  a  broader  audience  of  nontechnical  readers.  The  draft 
lAP/ElS  fundamentally  is  a  land  use  planning  document,  and  the  focus  of  (he  text  is  environmental  impact 
analysis.   A  comprehensive  treatment  of  the  geologic  assessment  is  inconsistent  with  the  scope  and  format  of 
this  NEPA  document. 

1869-002 

The  methodology  and  computational  models  used  in  the  1997  assessment  of  the  planning  area  previously 
were  used  in  the  joint  MMS/USGS  National  Resource  Assessment  completed  in  1995.  Numerous 
discussions  and  peer-review  opportunities  during  this  joint  agency  effort  covered  MMS  assessment  concepts 
and  coinputer  models.  Additional  written  summaries  of  MMS  modeling  methodology  can  be  found  in  a 
series  of  MMS  OCS  Reports  including  MMS  96-0034,  MMS  96-0047,  and  MMS  97-0019. 

Regarding  more  specific  questions: 

►  The  sizes  of  hypothetical,  undiscovered  fields  obtained  by  the  computer  modeling  were  checked  to  be 
consistent  with  the  sizes  of  recent  discoveries  within  and  near  the  NPR-A. 

■■        An  independent  geological  assessment  preceded  the  economic  assessment.  Output  results  as 

undiscovered  pool  sizes  were  used  as  input  to  the  economic  model,  which  simulated  development  of 
individual  fields  within  a  broader  framework  of  shared  infrastructure.  Economic  modeling  inputs, 
such  as  well-performance  parameters,  were  tuned  to  reservoir  properties  used  by  the  geologic  model. 

►  Oil  and  gas  resources  resulting  froin  the  geologic  assessment  of  all  14  plays  were  reported  in  Table 
lll.A.la(3)-l. 

1869-003 

Our  planning  area  assessment  used  a  subjective  modeling  methodology  designed  for  partially  tested  frontier 
provinces.  The  Canadian  model  referenced  in  the  USGS  comments  is  another  computer  program  that  is 
designed  for  mature  provinces  and  requires  many  discoveries  to  be  statistically  meaningful.  Northern 
Alaska  does  not  have  enough  discoveries/fields  to  accurately  apply  the  Canadian  "discovery  model," 

Well  data  were  used  for  reservoir  information  and  indicators  of  success  at  the  play  level.  The  discovery  of 
hydrocarbons  producible  to  a  well  bore  was  taken  to  indicate  that  the  play  contains  pooled  hydrocarbons. 
Accordingly,  a  chance  of  success  equals  100  percent  in  the  sense  that  hydrocarbons  had  been  successfully 
generated,  migrated,  and  trapped  within  a  resers'oir.  A  number  of  the  NPRA  "dry  holes"  actually  discovered 
minor  quantities  of  extractable  oil  or  gas,  as  indicated  by  both  formation  evaluation  and  direct  downhole 
testing.  Prospects  drilled  and  found  to  be  barren  were  dropped  from  the  probability  distributions  for 
prospect  numbers. 

1869-004 

Distributions  for  the  size  and  number  of  undiscovered  oil  and  gas  accumulations  were  calculated  for  all 
plays  by  the  GRASP  computer  model.  These  accumulation  sizes  formed  the  basic  input  data  for  the 
economic  modeling  by  the  PRESTO  computer  model.  This  methodology  was  explained  in  the  LAP/DEIS 
text.  Pool  rank  plots  for  each  of  the  14  plays  were  not  included  in  the  draft  lAP/ElS  but  are  available  to 
interested  parties.  Table  lll.A.l.a(3)-l  has  been  modified  to  include  maximum  pool  numbers  and  the  six 
largest  oil  pool  volumes  for  each  play.  Our  pool  size  distributions  are  consistent  with  the  sizes  of  fields 
discovered  in  Northern  Alaska  with  the  exceptions  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay,  Kuparuk  River,  and  West  Sak  oil 
fields,  which  we  do  not  consider  representative  of  the  geology  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area. 

1869-005 

Any  assessment  model  requires  a  critical  analysis  of  preliminary  results  to  ensure  consistency  with  the 
known  geologic  framework  and  existing  data.  Our  assessment  program  (GRASP)  borrows  soine  code  from 


PETRIMES  but  differs  from  PETRIMES  in  several  aspects.  We  have  found  that  the  assumption  of 
lognormality  that  is  the  fundamental  basis  for  PETRIMES  can  produce  unrealistic  results  at  the  extremes  of 
distributions.  Although  some  input  data  in  our  computer  model  are  approximately  lognormal  (oil  and  gas 
yields,  for  example),  the  final  aggregations  for  play  resources  and  pool  sizes  are  done  by  a  Monte  Carlo 
method,  which  includes  some  limits  to  constrain  the  output  distributions.   Differences  at  the  mean  (or 
average)  value  should  be  minor  between  aggregation  models  with  comparable  inputs. 

1869-006 

Cost  information  is  used  by  MMS  for  both  resource  assessments  and  lease-sale  tract  evaluation.    Data 
assembled  from  a  variety  of  public  and  proprietary  studies  is  reviewed  before  each  resource  assessment  or 
lease  sale.  To  protect  both  the  confidentiality  of  our  sources  and  agency  bid  adequacy  procedures,  MMS 
does  not  disclose  specific  cost  data  in  public  documents.  Proprietary  cost  and  engineering  information  was 
discussed  with  the  USGS  to  assist  in  their  1995  National  Assessinent  effort  of  northern  Alaska  (Attanasi  and 
Bird,  1995). 

With  respect  to  minimum  economic  field  sizes  (MEFS),  MMS  has  largely  abandoned  the  concept  of  MEFS 
as  a  screen  in  economic  analysis  and  replaced  it  with  a  full,  prospect-specific  discounted  cash-llow  analysis. 
Other  variables,  besides  volume,  play  larger  roles  in  affecting  economic  viability.  For  example,  well 
productivity  (flow  rates)  or  field  location  (proximity  to  infrastructure)  have  significant  effects  on  commercial 
viability.  Timing  aspects  also  are  very  important.  Ultimate  reserve  estimates  typically  increase  with 
developmental  experience  and  technology,  leading  to  "reserve  growth"  in  fields.  The  spread  of 
infrastructure  can  make  remote  accumulations  commercially  attractive  as  satellite  fields,  which  were 
bypassed  less  than  a  decade  ago.  To  account  for  field  location,  distance  factors  (which  increase  cost)  were 
built  into  the  cost  matrices  used  in  the  prospect  development  simulations.  Well  productivity  and  timing 
uncertainties  are  built  into  the  simulation  model  using  ranged  distributions.  We  feel  prospect-specific 
simulation  is  a  more  accurate  method  of  economic  assessment  than  employing  generalized  minimum  field 
sizes. 

1869-007 

As  stated  in  earlier  comments,  the  draft  LAP/EIS  is  not  viewed  as  the  proper  forum  for  a  comprehensive 
discussion  of  resource  assessment  methodology.  We  agree  that  without  this  information  an  objective 
evaluafion  of  the  results  is  difficult.  However,  we  strongly  disagree  that  failing  to  report  all  data  calls  into 
question  the  validity  of  the  results.  After  all,  this  is  a  subjective  assessment  of  undiscovered  resources 
derived  froin  probability  distributions  of  several  uncertain  variables.  Changing  data  and  subjective  concepts 
will  result  in  different  resource  esfimates.  The  "right  answer"  will  remain  unknown  for  decades,  if  it  ever  is 
known.  In  fact,  there  is  reasonable  convergence  in  mean  resource  estimates  between  the  1995  USGS 
estimates  (scaled  into  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area)  and  the  current  MMS/BLM  assessment,  despite 
the  different  personnel,  conceptual  methods,  and  computer  models  used.  Although  the  precise  volume  of 
undiscovered  oil  can  be  debated,  the  goal  of  the  assessment  was  achieved:  to  develop  a  reasonable  value  of 
undiscovered  resources  that  could  be  leased,  explored,  developed,  and  produced  as  a  result  of  a  sale,  so  that 
potential  effects  can  be  analyzed. 

1869-008 

The  three  bentonite  clay  deposits  have  been  referenced  to  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  ( 1 995).  Barite  was  not 
discussed  in  this  EIS  because  there  are  no  identified  barite  deposits  located  within  the  planning  area.  There 
are  idenfified  barite  deposits  within  the  NPR-A,  but  they  are  located  in  the  Cutaway  Basin,  the  Ipnavik  River 
drainage,  and  the  Cula  Creek  drainage.  These  locations  are  located  to  the  west  of  the  Northeast  NPR-A 
Planning  Area. 

1869-009 

In  the  referenced  paragraph  we  were  noting  that  recent  discoveries  of  oil  at  Alpine  field  and  other 
accumulations  in  the  Colville  delta,  which  were  announced  after  the  1995  USGS  assessment,  provided  the 
basis  for  a  more  optimistic  assessment  of  "Beaufortian"  plays  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  as 
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compared  to  previous  assessments.  The  reservoir  stratigraphy  for  Jurassic  sandstones  encountered  in  the 
USGS/Huslcy  drilling  program  (completed  in  the  early  1980s)  is  not  particularly  relevant  to  the  new 
exploration  play  revealed  by  the  Alpine  discovery  (announced  in  1996).  Resource  assessments  typically 
evolve  with  changing  data  and  new  geologic  concepts  without  disparaging  the  work  of  previous  assessments. 

One  major  change  in  our  study  relative  to  the  1995  USGS  assessment  study  is  the  amount  of  undiscovered 
oil  resources  estimated  for  the  Beaufortian  and  older  play  sequences  south  of  the  Barrow  Arch.  Although 
similar  plays  were  defined  in  both  studies,  the  1995  USGS  assessment  asserts  that  these  plays  offer  largely 
gas  potential.  Our  study  indicates  that  a  sizeable  fraction  (22%)  of  the  entire  undiscovered  oil  potential  in 
the  planning  area  occurs  within  these  plays.  Resource  assessments  typically  evolve  with  changing  data  and 
new  concepts  without  necessarily  disparaging  the  work  or  previous  investigations. 

1869-010 

Comments  about  the  East  Barrow  and  Walakpa  gas  fields  is  incorporated  into  Section  llI.A.l.a.(2)(a)l). 
However,  neither  field  should  be  considered  commercial  in  a  strict  sense.  That  is,  these  small  gas  fields 
would  not  be  capable  of  profitably  producing  hydrocarbons  for  sale  to  a  general  market.  These  fields  were 
initially  developed  and  produced  through  government  subsidies  to  provide  fuel  for  the  nearby  community  of 
Barrow.  We  believe  it  is  accurate  to  state  that  no  commercial  oil  or  gas  fields  have  been  discovered  in  the 
NPR-A  to  date. 

1869-011 

The  references  listed  are  broad,  regional  studies  of  tectonics  and  geologic  history.  The  additional  refei^nces 
suggested  by  USGS  are  more  narrow  in  focus,  pertaining  largely  to  the  NPR-A.  Therefore,  most  of  the 
suggestions  are  not  appropriate  for  inclusion  at  this  place  in  the  text.  Note  that  most  of  these  references  have 
been  cited  elsewhere  (in  the  Oil  and  Gas  Resource  Assessment  section).  We  will  include  Kirschner  and 
Rycerski  (1988)  because  it  is  of  broader  scope. 

1869-012 

We  have  added  Tani  to  the  list  of  Brookian-turbidite  fields. 

1869-013 

We  have  revised  the  text  to  read  "hydrocarbon  source,  and  migration/charging  history." 

1869-014 

Ten  of  the  1 1 ,  1995  USGS  plays  actually  extend  into  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area. 

1869-015 

The  text  has  been  revised  to  read  "Play  groupings  were  also  based  on.  .  .  .  " 

1869-016 

The  text  has  been  revised  to  read  "Generally,  Ellesmerian  and  Beauforlian  rooks  overlying  and  north  of  this 
ridge.  ..." 

1869-017 

A  correction  regarding  play  1  has  been  made  in  Secfion  III.A.  1  .a  (3)(a)2).  The  minimum  depth  for  play  2  is 
correct.  It  was  achieved  near  southeast  part  of  Dease  Inlet  (see  Bird,  1988b,  Fig.  16.3). 

1869-018 

Map  names  have  been  amended  to  coordinate  with  text. 

1869-019 

The  words  'along  the  Fish  Creek  platform"  have  been  deleted  from  the  text. 


1869-020 

The  Lisburne  well  and  "thrust  bell"  play,  as  defined  by  the  USGS,  lie  outside  of  the  map  area. 

1869-021 

The  referenced  area  is  part  of  the  Beaufortian  play  and  only  the  Pebble  shale  and  associated  unconformity 
sandstones  are  present.  "[Pebble  Shale  Present]"  has  been  added  to  the  map.  The  Alpine  reserves  have  been 
changed  to  365  mmbo  on  all  of  the  play  maps. 

1869-022 

The  correction  has  been  made. 

1869-023 

The  map  was  incorrectly  labeled  during  redrafting  of  the  original  figure.  The  figure  (111.  A.  1  .a(3)-5)  has  been 
revised. 

1869-024 

The  last  sentence  has  been  deleted  and  the  following  has  been  added  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph; 

Migrating  oil  is  diverted  by  this  shale  barrier  north  towards  Barrow  Arch.  Over  most  of  the  play  area,  this 
barrier  to  vertical  migration  may  be  the  chief  threat  to  the  charging  of  shallower  prospects  within  this  play. 

Shallow  oil  fields  in  Nanushuk  sandstones  were  found  in  the  Fish  Creek  and  Simpson  fields.  Fish  Creek 
field  was  discovered  by  the  Navy  drilling  program  near  a  surface  oil  seep,  although  the  volume  of  the  oil 
pool  is  unknown.  At  Simpson  field,  also  discovered  by  the  early  drilling  program  near  seeps,  Nanushuk 
sandstones  are  charged  with  oil  (roughly  estimated  at  1 2  mmbo  recoverable).  Over  the  majority  of  the  play 
area,  the  Brookian  topset  sequence  is  virtually  structureless,  and  any  traps  probably  consist  of  discontinuous 
sandstone  bodies  isolated  within  shales.  Play  concepts  for  such  traps  might  include  lovvstand  wedges  or 
prograding  complexes  isolated  beneath  shales  that  onlap  a  younger  flooding  surface.  Play  1 1  has  been 
penetrated  by  23  or  more  wells  in  the  NPR-A,  with  oil  discoveries  at  Siinpson  and  Fish  Creek  and  a  gas 
show  in  the  East  Topogoruk  well. 

One  of  the  largest  oil  deposits  in  Northern  Alaska,  perhaps  as  much  as  40  billion  barrels  inplace,  occurs 
within  Brookian  topset  sandstones  in  the  West  Sak  and  Ugnu  accumulations  overiying  Kuparuk  field  just  15 
to  30  mi  east  of  the  NPR-A.  No  accumulations  of  this  size  are  anticipated  within  Brookian  sandstones 
within  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area. 

1869-025 

A  comprehensive  comparison  to  all  previous  assessments  published  for  NPR-A  (mostly  done  by  the  USGS) 
is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  draft  lAP/EIS.  Some  comparisons  to  the  1995  USGS  assessment  are  relevant 
because  one  could  assume  that  the  most  recent  1995  USGS  assessment  included  insights  from  previous 
USGS  assessments.  Although  we  recognize  several  modeling  differences  between  the  current  MMS/BLM 
and  past  USGS  assessments,  the  direct  comparisons  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS  were  largely  eliminated  in  the 
final  EIS. 

1869-026 

As  the  USGS  comments  note,  wells  south  of  the  "Barrow  Arch"  plays  encountered  numerous  gas  shows. 
However,  two  oil  fields  (Umiat  and  Fish  Creek)  also  were  discovered  in  the  NPR-A,  and  the  newly 
discovered  Alpine  field  lies  along  the  south  margin  of  the  USGS  "Barrow  Arch"  plays.  Noting  that  minor 
oil  shows  and  residual  oil  stains  commonly  occur  with  gas  shows  in  the  wells  south  of  the  USGS  "Barrow 
Arch"  plays,  we  examined  the  thermal  conditions  of  the  deeply  buried  rocks  and  found  that  the  preservation 
of  oil  theoretically  was  possible  over  large  areas  thought  to  have  only  gas  potential  by  the  1995  USGS 
assessment.  To  acknowledge  the  potential  for  oil  pools  in  our  model,  probabilities  and  proportional  mixtures 
were  used  to  define  oil/gas  volumes  in  the  Arctic  Platform  plays.  The  geologic  model  for  the  Northeast 
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NPR-A  Planning  Area  provides  for  highest  probabiMties  for  oil  fields  in  the  "Barrow  Arch"  plays  (0/G= 
-76/24)  and  distinctly  lower  probabilities  for  oil  fields  in  the  "Arctic  Platform"  plays  (Endicott,  0/G= 
-35/65;  Lisburne,  0/G=  -55/45;  Sadlerochit,  0/G=  -62/38;  Beaufortian.  0/G=  -73/27).  This  methodology 
takes  into  account  the  gas  and  oil  shows  (as  noted  by  the  USGS  coininenter)  while  recognizing  northerly 
migrations  of  oil  to  different  siratigraphic  levels  from  potential  oil  source  rocks. 

1869-027 

We  agree  that  this  paragraph  poorly  characterizes  the  1995  USGS  assessment.  The  USGS  legitimately 
points  out  that  their  Beaufortian  play  was  an  important  contributor  in  their  1995  assessment.  Our  inain 
point  is  that  the  Alpine  discovery  created  even  more  optimism  about  the  Beaufortian  plays  in  the  NE  NPR-A 
Planning  Area. 

1869-028 

Direct  comparisons  to  previous  assessments  generally  have  been  eliminated  in  the  final  EIS  text.  Our  main 
point  in  this  paragraph  is  that,  relative  to  deeper  Sadlerochit  and  Beaufortian  plays,  relatively  minor  oil 
resources  (7%  of  the  total)  will  be  associated  with  the  Brookian  turbidite  or  topset  plays.  The  largest  pools 
in  either  Brookian  play  averages  <40  mmbo.  No  accumulations  of  the  scale  of  the  large  West  Sak-Ugnu 
pools  (tens  of  billions  of  barrels  in-place)  are  anticipated  to  occur  in  these  plays  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A 
Planning  Area. 

1869-029 

The  BOE  presentation  fonnat  is  useful  to  some  segments  of  our  audience  for  making  comparisons  to  areas 
outside  Alaska;  therefore,  it  is  MMS's  convention  to  offer  a  BOE  category  for  resource  aggregations.   A 
separate  portrayal  of  oil  and  gas  would  be  more  relevant  to  lho.se  familiar  with  petroleum  development  in 
arctic  Alaska,  where  developmental  aspects  of  oil  and  gas  are  different.  We  believe  BOE  is  an  appropriate 
unit  in  reporting  geologic  (or  conventionally  recoverable)  resources  but  has  little  meaning  with  respect  to 
reporting  economically  recoverable  resources.  To  the  caption  in  Figure  III.A.  1  .a(3)-7  the  following  has  been 
added: 

"BOE  represents  a  summation  of  oil  and  gas  resources  on  an  energy-equivalent  basis,  where  5,620  cubic  feet 
of  gas  is  presumed  equal  to  1  bairel  of  oil." 

1869-030 

ll  seems  reasonable  to  discuss  the  key  differences  in  modeling  concepts  before  examining  the  assessment 
results.  Direct  comparisons  between  the  present  and  previous  petroleum  assessments  of  NPR-A  have 
generally  been  eliminated  from  the  final  EIS  text. 

1869-031 

The  comments  are  essentially  true  in  this  circumstance.  Both  assessments  relied  heavily  on  available 
prospect  maps  produced  by  an  outside  contractor  (Tctra  Tech)  to  develop  pool  area  and  pool  number 
distributions.  The  last  sentence  in  the  referenced  paragraph  has  been  deleted. 

1869-032 

The  paragraph  describing  comparisons  between  the  current  and  previous  petroleum  assessments  of  the  NPR- 
A  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS  text. 

Issues  raised  about  successive  MMS  assessments  of  the  Alaska  offshore  are  addressed  elsewhere  in  reports 
on  that  work.  However,  we  can  point  out  that  significant  changes  to  both  the  computer  models  and 
methodology,  as  well  as  new  data  and  engineering  technologies,  led  to  changes  in  our  resource  assessments 
between  1989  and  1995. 


1869-033 

The  text  in  Section  Ill.B.  I  .b  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  coinment. 

1869-034 

The  text  in  Section  III.A.l.d  has  been  revised  to  summarize  information  on  sand  and  gravel  resources  that 
are  relevant  to  the  purposes  of  this  lAP/EIS. 

1869-035 

The  text  in  Section  III.A.l.d  has  been  revised,  and  the  revisions  include  many  of  the  suggestions  noted  in  the 


l.A.l.d  are  appropriate  for  the 


1869-036 

The  information  on  regulations  pertaining  to  sand  and  gravel  in  Section  1 
purposes  of  the  lAP/EIS. 

1869-037 

Section  III.A.l.d  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1869-038 

Secrion  III.A. I.d(3)  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment.  The  U.S.  Army  COE  Cold  Regions 
Research  Engineering  Laboratory  (CRREL),  an  early  engineering  contributor  and  researcher,  continues  to 
monitor  sites  in  the  NPR-A  for  long-term  change.  Their  work  today  is  part  of  a  cooperative  research 
program  involving  climate,  engineering  science,  and  deep  well  monitoring.  The  CRREL's  continuing  work 
focuses  on  temperature  change  and  ground  effects  of  construction  projects,  including  the  effects  of  gravel- 
based  airfield  and  construction  pads  on  permafrost,  efficiency  of  engineering  designs  including  insulating 
techniques,  and  long-term  iinpacts  of  now  pads  and  ice  roads. 

1869-039 

Section  III.A.  1  .d  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment. 

The  U.S.  Army  Cold  Regions  Research  Engineering  Laboratory  (CRREL), an  early  engineering  contributor 
and  researcher,  continues  to  monitor  sites  in  the  NPR-A  for  long  term  change.  Their  work  today  is  part  of  a 
cooperative  research  program  involving  climate,  engineering  science, 

and  deep  well  monitoring.  CRREL's  continuing  work  focuses  on  teinperature  change  and  ground  effects  of 
construction  projects,  including  the  effects  of  gravel  based  airfield  and  construction  pads  on  permafrost, 
efficiency  of  engineering  designs  including  insulation  techniques,  and  long  term  impacts  of  snow  pads  and 
ice  roads. 

1869-040 

Section  III.A.  1  .d  has  been  revised  in  response  to  this  comment. 

1869-041 

The  suggested  statement  has  been  added  to  Section  III.A.l.d. 

1869-042 

The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  to  Section  III.A.  1  .d. 

1869-043 

The  Paleontological  section  has  been  reviewed,  and  BLM  believes  the  information  presented  is  appropriate 
IbrthelAP/EIS, 


Section  III.A.  I  .b  has  been  revised  and  no  longer  contains  the  statement  to  which  the  phrase  "and  covered  by 
thin  eolian  sands"  was  a  suggested  addition. 


1869-044 

The  suggested  revision  has  been  made  to  Section  III.A.l.f.(l)(d). 
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Mr  GencTcrland  '  ■  March  11,1998 

NPRA  Plaaning  Team  '         '  ■  . 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  ... 

222  West  7th  Avenue  ■■       ' 

Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599  .    ■ 

RE:  Cotnments  on  Draft  EIS  for  National  Petroleum  Keserves 

NPRA  Planning  Team:  '     ,-  ■ 

The  Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fishermen's  Associations  is  the  largest  organization  of 
commercial  fishermen  on  the  west  coast,  including  within  its  ranks  thousands  of  fishing  families  fi^om 
San  Diego  to  Alaska,  many  of  whom  are  salmon  fishermen  in  Alaskan  waters  The  Institute  for  ■ 
Fisheries  Resources  is  the  conservation  afhhate  of  PCFFA  and  dedicated  to  the  protection  and 
restoration  of  marine  and  anadromous  aquatic  resources.  We  present  these  comments  on  behalf  of 
both  organizations. 

Fundamentally  there  is  no  compelling  reason  to  lease  any  part  of  the  western  Arctic  for  oil  drilling 
at  tte  time.  When  the  Reserve  was  established  in  1923,  it  was  intended  to  be  tapped  only  at  a  time 
of  pressing  national  need.  While  politicians  and  oil  companies  argue  that  the  nation  "needs"  this  oil, 
millions  of  barrels  are  being  shipped  to  Asia,  world  oil  prices  .are  falling,  US  automobile  fijel 
efficiency  is  iiwteasing,  and  the  oi!  industry  predicts  central  Arctic  production  to  increase  in  the  next 
five  years.  We  therefore  oppose  oil  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  at  this  time 


The  draft  EIS  has  several  significant  deficiencies,  including  a  lack  of  adequate  evaluation  of  direct, 
indirect  and  cumulative  impacts,  or  any  consideration  of  impacts  outside  the  region,  most  notably  to 
both  commercial  and  recreational  fisheries  which  depend  upon  rivers  originating  within  the  4.6  miUion 
acre  plamung  area.  Furthenmore,  there  is  virtually  no  analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
massive  increase  in  oil  production  which  this  project  would  entail  on  marine  and  aquatic  resources 
generally,  {fa/fyporlion  of  the  petroleum  production  is  or  may  be  later  transported  by  ocean  barge. 
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Mr.  Gene  Terland 
NPRA  Planning  Team 


March  11,  1998 


for  instance,  this  would  greatly  increase  oil  barge  traffic  along  coastal  areas  and  multiply  the  potential 
spill  risk  for  these  barges  on  economically  important  marine  fisheries  Alaskan  fishermen  still 
remember  the  Exxon  Valdez  disaster  all  too  cleariy  — ' including  the  oil  industry's  previous  assurances 
that  such  a  disaster  was  impossible  —  to  have  much  faith  in  the  EIS's  complete  lack  of  consideration 
or  analysis  of  these  issues. 


These  and  other  inadequacies  of  the  draft  EIS  are  so  great  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  make  a 
reasoned  judgment  about  the  effectiveness  of  opening  the  northeastern  section  of  the  Reserve  to  oil 
and  gas  leasing  or  its  potential  environmental  impacts 

None  of  the  management  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft  EIS  provide  adequate  protection  for 
the  unique  aquafic  resources  originating  within  or  which  could  potentially  be  aftecled  by  oil  extraction 
operations  within  the  northeastern  Reserve.  No  consideration  was  given  to  permanent  protection  for 
these  resources  and  none  of  the  alternatives  prohibit  placement  of  support  facilities  and  transportation 
infrastructure  anywhere  in  the  northeastern  section  of  the  Reserve,  including  within  major  river 
systems.  The  potential  for  a  major  oil  spill,  and  its  potential  for  severe  impacts  on  important  aquatic 
resources  —  including  commercially  important  Pacific  salmon  runs  in  some  areas  —  has  simply  not 
been  adequately  discussed. 


It  is  timely  to  evaluate  the  aquatic,  wildlife  and  wilderness  resources  within  the  Reserve  outside 
the  boundaries  of  the  designated  Special  Areas,  and  give  consideration  to  what  levels  of  protection 
these  resources  may  warrant.  The  rationale  given  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  in  the 
draft  EIS  for  not  considering  any  lands  within  the  Reserve  for  designation  as  wilderness  is  seriously 
flawed.  The  Alaska  Lands  Act  only  exempts  these  lands  from  maftchlorv  requirements  for  wilderness 
review.  Ihe  Secretary  of  the  Interior  still  has  the  discretionary  authority  to  conduct  such  a  review 
We  recommend  that  he  do  so  without  fijrther  delay. 


There  is  no  national  energy  policy,   A  national  energy  policy  is  necessary  to  address  concerns 

about  global  climate  change  and  our  national  dependence  on  fossil  fiiels.  Before  tapping  one  of  our 

nation's  last  petroleum  reserves,  the  CUnton  Administration  should  develop  a  national  energy  policy 

that  encourages  energy  conservation,  efficiency,  and  renewable  sources  rather  than  continued 

■  dependence  on  fossil  fiiels 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Please 
include  our  comments  in  the  official  record. 

Sip 


jflen  H.  Spain 
br  PCFFA/IFR 
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1898-001 

The  cumulative  analysis  for  the  fisheiies  resources  of  the  northeastern  NPR-A  is  based  on  the  best  scientific 
information  available  and  on  future  activities  that  are  most  likely  to  affect  the  fisheries  resources  of  that 
area.  Impacts  on  fish  originating  in  the  planning  area  are  expected  to  be  so  small  that  impacts  on  fisheries 
outside  the  region  are  considered  unlikely  (see  Sec.  IV.F.7). 

1898-002 

The  oil  resources  that  might  be  developed  as  the  result  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A 

Planning  Area  are  estimated  to  range  from  0  to  2,200  MMbbl  of  oil  (Table  IV.  A.  I  .b-6),  depending  on  the  T^'s  Side  Blank 

price  of  oil,  the  area  leased,  and  the  number  of  oil  and  gas  lease  sales.  The  estimates  are  based  on  the 

assumption  that  oil  will  be  discovered  and  produced.  The  estimated  oil  resources  range  from  0  to  about  20 

percent  of  the  crude  oil  (11,570  MMbbl,  Table  rV.A.5-7)  already  produced  from  Alaska's  North  Slope 

fields. 

Any  oil  that  might  be  produced  from  fields  in  the  planning  area  would  be  mixed  with  other  North  Slope  oil 
before  transport  through  the  TAPS  to  the  terminal  at  Valdez,  Alaska.  The  volume  of  oil  that  might  be 
produced  from  the  planning  area  is  estimated  to  range  from  about  4  to  10  percent  of  the  volume  produced 
from  other  North  Slope  fields  (Sec.  rV.A.5).  From  Valdez,  the  oil  would  be  shipped  via  tankers  along  routes 
shown  in  Figures  rV.A.5-2  and  3. 

The  effects  of  a  large  spill  along  the  tanker  route  south  of  Valdez  on  aquatic  resources  are  analyzed  in 
Appendix  B  of  the  EIS.  Also,  the  effects  of  large  oil  spills  on  migratory  threatened  and  endangered  species 
along  tanker  transport  routes  off  the  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California  coasts  are  analyzed  in  Section 
IV.C.  10(c)  of  the  EIS.  ki  addition,  the  Bibliography  contains  references  to  EIS's  that  analyzed  the  effects  of 
large  oil  spill  in  the  marine  environment;  the  EIS's  cited  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  LAP/EIS  are 
forOCS  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Sales  124,  144,  149,  158,  and  170. 

1898-003 

Appendix  B  discusses  the  impacts  of  a  major  oil  spill,  including  those  on  salmon. 

1898-004 

This  lAP/EIS  effort  assessed  the  resource  values  throughout  the  planning  area,  not  just  those  in  the  Special 
Areas.  Some  of  the  LUEA's  and  protections  considered  in  the  alternatives,  including  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  are  outside  the  Special  Areas. 

1898-005 

For  a  discussion  on  the  reason  wilderness  is  not  appropriate  for  consideration  in  this  LAP/EIS,  please  see 
Response  1851-058. 
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RAPTOR  RESEARCH  FOUNDATION,  INC. 


Office  of  die  President 

10230  W.  Amity  Rd. 

Boise,  ID  83709 


H  March  1998 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  Office 
222  W.  7lli  Avenue,  #  13 
Anchorage,  AK.  99513-7599 


Dear  Planning  Team  Members: 


I  am  writing  you  on  behalf  of  the  Raptor  Research  Foundation,  Inc.  (RRF),  an  organization  that 
represents  approximately  1 200  professional  raptor  biologists  and  scientists  from  more  than  55 
different  countries.  The  membership  of  RRF  Includes  mo.sl,  if  not  all,  of  the  surviving  pioneer 
biologists  lliat  discovered  and  then  studied  over  the  last  40  years  the  unique  concentrations  of 
nesting  raptors  along  Ihc  Colville  River  of  Alaska.  Many  ofour  members  have  an  intimate 
understanding  of  the  ecological  resources  of  the  Colvilie  River  area,  especially  of  the  remiu-kablc 
number  and  density  of  raptors  that  breed  in  this  region.  Because  of  this  long-standing  interest  in 
the  conservation  of  raptors  of  the  Colville  River,  several  members  ofour  organization  have 
reviewed  the  drafi  Environmental  Impact  .Statement  (F,IS)  on  tlie  management  of  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A)  and  the  potential  for  oil  development  in  NPR-A.  We  offer 
the  following  comments; 


I )  The  Colvi  lie  River  Special  Area  was  designated  in  1 977  to  provide  protection  for  the 
Arctic  peregrine  falcon.  According  to  the  HIS,  legislation  that  guides  management  of 
National  Petroleum  Reserves  requires  thai  Special  Areas  arc  managed  to  provide  for  the 
maximum  protection  of  surface  values,  such  as  raptors  within  the  Colville  River  Special 
Area.  Yet,  to  date,  no  long-term  management  plan  for  the  Colville  River  Special  Area 
has  been  developed.  A  comprehensive,  long-tcnn  management  plan  that  addresses  the 
multiple  uses  of  the  Special  Area  should  be  developed  by  a  team  of  raptor  experts  prior  to 
leasing  for  oil  or  mineral  exploration  and  development.  If  it  would  be  helpful,  1  could 
recommend  specific  members  of  the  RRF,  who  have  first-hand  knowledge  of  the  Colville 
River  area  and  its  resources,  and  who  could  provide  leadership  or  assistance  in 
developing  such  a  management  plan. 


2)  We  note  that  in  4  of  5  alternatives  (B-E)  offered,  the  EIS  propo.scs  to  allow  oil 
development  within  much  or  all  of  the  Colville  River  Special  Area.  In  lliese  four 
alternatives,  the  restrictions  or  stipulations  intended  to  protect  raptors  arc  hmited  to  the 


area  within  one  mile,  and  sometimes  less,  of  the  Colville  River  and  its  tributaries.  'ITicre 
is  little  or  no  review  in  the  draft  EIS  of  the  literature  on  raptors  and  their  response  to 
disturbance.  Because  the  literature  was  not  reviewed,  there  is  no  discemable  basis  for  the 
estimates  of  impacts  to  raptors  and  other  wildlife  in  the  Environmental  Consequences 
section  of  the  draft  EIS.  We  believe  that  incorporation  of  all  available  scientific 
information  is  essentia!  to  providing  sound  resource  management,  and  suggest  that  this 
effort  is  pursued  prior  to  leasing  within  the  Special  Area.  Again,  this  illustrates  the  need 
to  involve  experts  who  are  familiar  with  the  resource  and  recent  research  on  the  impacts 
of  disturbance  on  nesting  raptors  when  formulating  management  strategies. 


3)  As  noted  above,  the  small  portion  of  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  in  which 
restrictions  on  oil  development  are  applied  to  protect  raptors  and  other  wildlife  (called  the 
Colville  Raptor,  Passerine,  and  Moo.se  Land  Use  Emphasis  Area,  or  LUEA),  is  only 
one-mile  wide.  We  believe  that  this  buffer  should  be  expanded  to  provide  protection  for 
all  components  ofthe  ecosystem  upon  which  the  raptors  and  other  wildlife  along  the  river 
depend.  Given  the  uncertainty  surrounding  impacts  of  development  and  disturbance  on 
many  species  of  wildlife,  and  the  inadequate  review  of  relevant  studies  in  the  EIS.  we 
believe  that  a  more  conservative  approach  to  managing  the  major  drainages  within  the 
region  is  warranted.  We  propose,  therefore,  that  buffer  zone  on  both  sides  ofthe  Colville, 
Ikpikpuk,  (Gkiakrorak,  and  Kogosuknik  rivers  should  be  at  least  two  miles  wide,  and  that 
leasing  is  prohibited  within  this  buffer.  The  actual  width  ofthe  buffer  zone  should  be 
designed  to  address  the  circumstances  of  each  unique  river  stretch  within  the  Colville 
River  Special  Area.  These  specific  buffer  zones  could  be  delineated  during  the 
development  ofthe  long-term  management  plan  that  we  suggested  above. 
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As  you  know,  much  attention  and  effort  in  recent  decades  was  directed  at  the  recovery  of 
peregrine  falcons  around  the  world.  The  RRF  and  many  other  organizations  and  individuals 
watched  with  great  pride  in  1994  as  Arctic  peregrine  falcons  became  one  of  very  few  taxa  to  be 
removed  from  the  list  of  threatened  and  endangered  wildlife  because  of  population  recovery. 
Although  the  subspecies  no  longer  requires  protection  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the 
available  data  suggest  that  population  rccoveiy  is  not  yet  complete,  and  we  are  concerned  for  its 
future  conservation  as  well  as  that  ofthe  other  raptors  (including  gyrfaleons,  rough-legged 
hawks,  golden  eagles,  and  merhns),  that  share  the  habitat  along  tlie  Colville  River.  We  hope  that 
you  will  incorporate  our  comments  into  you  management  of  the  Colville  River  Special  Area. 

If  you  wish  for  me  to  put  you  in  contact  with  RRF  members,  who  are  knowledgeable  about  the 
Colville  River  and  its  raptor  resources,  that  could  potentially  participate  with  management  and 
planning  efforts  for  the  Colville  River  Special  Area,  please  contact  me. 


Sincerely, 


'l^ 


Michael  N.  Kochen 
President 
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1899-001 

The  Preferred  Alternative  calls  for  a  Colville  River  Management  Plan  for  the  Special  Area,  including  some 
areas  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  Special  Area  largely  because  of  their  value  for  raptor  habitat.  In  addition, 
we  intend  to  conduct  a  raptor  workshop  to  review  the  scientific  literature  on  disturbance  to  raptors  and  to 
identify  potential  additional  mitigation  measures  preliminary  to  developing  the  plan.  The  participants  in  the 
workshop  as  well  as  in  the  Colville  River  Management  Plan  team  will  extend  beyond  those  in  the  BLM. 

1899-002 

A  discussion  of  the  effects  of  disturbance  on  peregrine  falcons  has  been  added  to  Section  fV.C.S.  This  Side  Blank 

1899-003 

This  comment  was  factored  into  decisions  regarding  the  Ikpikpuk  River  and  the  Colville  River  and  its 
tributaries  in  the  Colville  River  Raptor,  Passerine  and  Moose  Habitat  LUEA.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
allows  leasing  in  these  areas,  but  prohibits  nearly  all  surface  occupancy  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
development  within  1  mi  of  the  rivers.  It  also  includes  a  special  consultative  provision  for  an  area  2  mi 
around  these  rivers.  For  further  discussion  of  the  I  mi 
.setback  and  raptors,  please  see  Response  1850-001. 


V-378 


enMTCH  ALASKA^ 

PO Box  101553   Anchorage:  A K    9V5I0  mm  Pit;  VU7-277-89W  Email:  oihalchCaialaska.nel 


March  12,  1998 

Mr  Gene  Terland,  NPRA  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
222  West  7th  Avenue 
Anchorage,  AK  99513-7599 

Dear  Mr  Terland  and  Members  of  the  Planning  Team, 

Oilwatch  Alaska,  a  nonpartisan  independent  public  interest  organization  of  Alaskans  working  for 
open  government  and  fairness  on  matters  of  our  commonly-owneti  oil  and  gas  resources.  This 
letter  supplements  our  brief  letter  to  you  dated  January  21,1 998,  presented  along  with  a  report 
about  potential  anti-trust  violations  that  need  investigating  entitled,  The  Big  SqtieezQLJAF^iJUid 
the  nepwture  of  Major  QiLQjmiMwJes^  ffho  FmnidOil  OH  Alaska's  North  Slope  by  Dr.  Richard 
Fineberg. 


1900 


1.  Lea.sing  within  NPRA  is  nol  needed.  Leasing  at  this  time  is  contrary  to  (lie  purposes  for 
which  the  reserve  was  established,  and  the  contemplated  development  is  not  "in  a  manner 
consistent  with  the  total  cncrj^y  needs  of  the  nation."  [PL94-258! 

The  United  States  represents  less  than  !/16th  of  the  world's  population,  yet  we  use  l/3rd  of  the 
worlds  energy    Leasing  NPRA  at  this  time  will  only  hasten  the  day  we  use  up  our  domestic 
petroleum  resources  and  become  dangerously  dependent  on  foreign  sources  of  oil  in  the  near 
future-sources  which  will  become  extremely  expensive  as  we  deplete  our  own  oil.  The  Union  of 
Concerned  Scientists  has  developed  an  energy  plan  for  the  United  Slates,  but  our  national 
government  has  not.  National  energy  need  is  not  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  Without  a  national 
energy  policy,  there  is  no  context  within  which  to  evaluate  how  developing  the  NPR.A  relates  to 
meeting  the  nation's  "total  energy  needs." 

No  criteria  for  that  important  and  pertinent  decision  are  offered.  Certainly,  the  current  oil  market 
condition  and  price  of  oil  does  not  support  developing  NPRA  oil  or  gas  resources  at  this  time. 
Not  only  is  the  price  of /Maska  North  Slope  (ANS)  crude  is  at  a  multi-year  low,  but  it  has  failed  to 
ever  reach  the  levels  upon  which  previous  studies  have  projected  potential  reserves 

Long-term  price  projections  by  Cambridge  Energy  Research  Associates,  (CF.RA),  provided  to  the 
State  of  Alaska  in  rebiuary  1 998  indicate  a  long-term  trend  in  low  oil  prices.  For  example,  by 
2001,  CERA  projects  prices  of  Alaska  oil  at  $19  to  $19.50  per  barrel,  not  adjusted  for  inrtation, 
and  says  that  prices  a)uld  continue  downward  into  the  lunger  term,  (f  Bradner,  February  15, 
1998.  "Oil  markets;  Expect  low  prices  to  continue,  experts  say,"  Alaska  Oil  and  Cias 
Reporter/ Alaska  Journal  of  Business  and  Commerce,  p  4,  10). 
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The  DEIS  evaluation  is  based  on  a  current  oil  pnce  of  $18  00  per  barrel  and  a  fantasy  pnce  of  $30 
per  barrel    This  generous  overestimate  distorts  the  true  potential  oil  contribution  for  national 
energy  needs    In  fact,  at  the  current  oil  price  of  Alaska  crude  oil  at  $12.25  per  barrel  (Oil  &  Gas 
Journal  Online,  Industry  Statistics,  February  25,  1998),  BLM's  current  projections  find  that  NO 
economically  recoverable  oil  would  be  found  (see  DEIS  p  1II-A-2S,  "Note  that  at  pnces  below 
$15/bbl,  no  economic  resources  are  present,  even  at  high-risks.") 


The  export  of  Alaskan  oil  is  another  issue  deserving  of  consideration.  .Since  1996,  when  the 
requirement  that  all  ANS  crude  must  be  marketed  in  the  United  States  was  removed,  exports  to 
Pacific  Rim  nations  have  risen  to  a  current  range  of  26,000  to  1 35,000  barrels  per  day  (bpd). 

British  Petroleum's  CEO  John  Browne  noted  the  importance  of  the  Asian  market  in  a  recent 
speech  before  the  Alaska  Industry  Support  .Alliance.   Browne  said  that  lifting  the  ANS  export  ban 
was  "otte  victory  for  Alaskans  and  for  BP  that  has  fundamentally  changed  the  way  the  worid 
views  the  competitiveness  of  .Alaska  investments."  In  recent  ycais,  new  ANS  production 
forecasts  have  consistently  increa,sed.  At  any  time  that  AKS  production  exceeds  West  Coast 
demand,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  a  portion  of  production  from  NPRA  (and  perhaps  all  of 
it)  will  be  shipped  to  Asian  markets.  Export  of  NPRA  oil  production  does  not  serve  the  nation's 
energy  needs.  Lacking  a  requirement  that  all  NPRA  oil  and  gas  resewes  must  be  marketed  in  the 
United  States,  a  decision  to  allow  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  northeastern  NPRA  at  this  time 
is  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  the  Reserve  was  established 


Discussion  found  at  p.  1-8  says.  "Concurrent  with  the  NEPA  analysis,  BI.M,  in  cooperation  with 
MMS,  is  analyzing  geologic  data,  including  massive  amounts  of  seismic  data..."  II  such 
additional  work  is  needed  at  this  lime  to  analyze  geological  data  for  identifying  oil  and  gas  lease 
tracts,  why  has  a  DEIS  that  is  strongly  oriented  toward  early  and  extensive  leasing  activities  been 
released  now?  The  public  is  being  asked  by  QLM  to  dispose  of  public  resources  without  having 
adequate  information  that  allows  them  to  judge  what  they're  giving  up,  or  what  they're  getting  for 
whatever  is  given  up.  Adequate  data  is  needed  before  the  public  can  make  a  reasoned  judgement 
about  oil  leasing  in  this  region.  


2.  Serious  anti-trust  violations  need  to  be  investigated  before  any  federal  oil  is  leased  that 
could  potentially  be  delivered  to  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System. 

There  are  currently  two  questions  of  anti-trust  before  the  Federal  government,  one  before  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory'  Commission,  (FF.RC),  protesting  the  capacity  settlement  between  the 
State  of  Alaska  and  major  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  owners,  [Oxy  Protest  of  Alaska  Capacity 
Settlement  Agreement],  and  another  regarding  the  marine  transport  of  Alaskan  oil  in  federal 
court,  [Maritime  Endeavor  Associates,  LP.  v.  Alyeska  Pipeline  Service  Co.,  et  al.,   "Complaint" 
under  Clayton  and  Shentian  Antitrust  Acts,  Case  No.  J97-010  CV  [KRU],  May  27,  1997] 

Honest  competition  needs  lo  be  a  prerequisite  if  or  when  oil  is  taken  from  NPRA.  The  federal 
government  should  nol  be  a  party  lo  oil  that  may  be  part  of  anti-trust  activities.  More  evidence 
continues  to  emerge  that  a  federal  anti-trust  investigation  is  needed  prior  to  any  lea.sing 
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3    The  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  Trom  oil  development  activities  in  the  northeastern 
NPRA  is  based  upon  a  series  of  proposed  development  scenarios  that  are  incomplete  and 
unrealistic  when  evaluated  in  the  context  of  existing  development  in  the  region,  resulting  in 
signiflcantly  understated  potential  impacts. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  describe  thoroughly  or  in  detail,  the  alternative  potential  transportation 
infrastructure  associated  with  the  various  levels  of  development  to  be  allowed  in  the  northeastern 
NPRA    The  DEIS  description  is  based  upon  an  assumption  that  no  major  road  networks  will  be 
built  (although  such  road  construction  is  not  prohibited  by  the  stipulations)    While  existing  oil 
fields  (including  Kuparuk,  Milne  Point  and  Endicoll)  may  have  initially  been  described  and  even 
constructed  as  distinctly  separate  fieids,  over  lime  the  industry  has  argued  successfully  for 
connecting  roads  to  the  main  Prudhoe  field  and  Trans- Alaska  pipeline  terminus    It  is  realistic  to 
assume  connecting  roads  will  be  built,  contrary  to  the  vastly  understated  assumptions  made  by 
BLM.  The  impacts  of  a  nervvork  of  connecting  access  roads,  as  well  as  the  extraction  of  gravel 
needed  to  construct  these  roads  needs  to  be  hjlly  described  and  discussed. 
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There  are  many  additional  deficiencies  that  deserve  to  be  addressed,  but  clearly  no  action  should 
be  taken  at  this  time    Perhaps  oil  and  gas  from  this  region  will  be  needed  in  the  future,  but  the 

current  activity  on  state  latids  is  expected  to  increase  50%  over  the  next  several  years  up  to  1 .5 

million  barrels  of  oil  per  day  between  the  Canning  and  Coleville  Rivers. 

It  looks  like  a  deal  has  been  cut  to  lease  NPRA,  and  that  is  repugnant  to  all  who  believe  citizens 
should  participate  meaningfully  in  their  democracy.  The  best  interest  of  Alaskans  and  Americans 
cannot  be  well-sen'ed  if  leasing  takes  place  without  further  thorough  examination  and 
development  of  a  national  energy  policy 


For  the  public  interest. 


Most  sincerely 


^gA'C^^^ 


Jim  Sykes,  Executive  Director 


1900-001 

For  (jiscussions  on  the  role  of  NPR-A  in  the  Nation's  energy  future  and  the  purpose  of  the 
Reserve,  see  Sec.  I. A.  and  I.B.I.  Also,  please  see  Response  1851-002. 

1900-002 

Please  .see  Response  185 1-003. 

1900-003 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -005. 

1900-004 

The  current  litigation  is  unrelated  to  (he  decision  on  what,  if  any,  lands  in  the  NPR-A 
should  be  made  available  lo  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

1900-005 

Rationale  for  the  roadless  development  assumption  is  provided  in  Response  1851-01 1. 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  DP  CDMMEnce 
Offlcw  of  th«  Llndar  8*cr«tary  far 
Oaaana  and  AfemoBpharw 

WaBhingcon,  D.C.  aOESO 

March  17,  1998 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 

Bureau  of  Land  Measurement 

Alaska  State  Office  (930) 

222  W.  7*^"  Avenue 

Anchorage,  Alaska   99513-7599 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

Enclosed  are  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve -Alaska .   We 
hope  our  comments  will  assist  you.  Thank  you  for  giving  us  an 
opportunity  to  review  this  document. 

Sincerely, 


Susan  B .  Fruchter 
Acting  NEPA  Coordinator 


Enclosure 


MEMORANDUM  FOR: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


Susan  B.  Fnichter 
Acting  NEPA  Coordinator 

Charles  W.  Challstrom 

Acting  Director,  National  Geodetic  Survey 

DEIS-9803-0 1 -Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 


The  subject  statement  has  been  reviewed  within  the  areas  of  the  National  Geodetic  Survey's 
(NGS)  responsibility  and  expertise  and  in  terms  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  actions  on  NGS 
activities  and  projects. 

All  available  geodetic  control  information  about  horizontal  and  vertical  geodetic  control 
monuments  in  the  subject  area  is  contained  on  the  NGS  home  page  at  the  following  Internet 
World  Wide  Web  address:   htlp://www.ngs.n()aa.gov.    After  entering  the  NGS  home  page, 
please  access  the  topic  "Products  and  Services"  and  then  access  the  menu  item  "Data  Sheet." 
This  menu  item  will  allow  you  to  directly  access  geodetic  control  monument  information  from 
the  NGS  data  base  for  the  subject  area  project.   This  information  should  be  reviewed  for 
identifying  the  location  and  designation  of  any  geodetic  control  monuments  that  may  be 
affected  by  the  proposed  project. 

If  there  are  any  plarmed  activities  which  will  disturb  or  destroy  these  monuments,  NGS 
requires  not  less  tlian  90  days'  notification  in  advance  of  such  activities  in  order  to  plan  for 
their  relocation.    NGS  recommends  that  funding  for  tliis  project  includes  the  cost  of  any 
relocation(s)  required. 

For  further  information  about  these  monuments,  please  contact  Rick  Yorczyk;  SSMC3, 
NOAA,  N/NGS;  1315  East  West  Highway;  Silver  Spring,  Maryland  20910; 
telephone:   301-713-3230  xl42;  fax:    301-713-4175. 


f  Printed  on  Recycled  Papci 
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UNITED    STATES    DEPARTMENT   OF   COMMERCE 
National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

P.O.  Box  21668 

Juneau,  Alaslta  98802- 1868 

March    9,    1998 


MEMORANDUM  FOR: 


!-;>■ 


Susan  B.  Fruchter 
Acting  NEPA  Coo'rUinator  ^ 

Steven  Pennoyer'         ;7      // 

AdniinisbraLor ,  Alaska  Region 

Nacional  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


The  Alaska  Region  has  reviewed  the  subject  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska 
(NPRA)  dated  December  1997.   The  document:  presents  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management ' s  (BLM' s)  alternative  management  approaches  for 
4.6  million  acres  in  the  northeastern  part  of  the  NPRA.   The 
alternatives  present  a  range  of  actions  rhat  BLM  could  take  to 
manage  the  surface  and  subsurface  resources  of  the  planning  area. 
KMPS'  comments  relate  to  those  issues  that  could  potentially 
impact  fisheries  and  marine  mammala . 

FISHERIES 

The  document  states,  "The  distribution  and  abundance  of 
freshwater  and  migratory  fish  within  the  planning  area  depends  on 
(1)  adequate  overwintering  areas,  (2)  suitable  feeding  and 
spawning  areas,  and  (3)  access  to  these  areas  (typically  provided 
by  a  network  of  interconnecting  waterways  (Parametrix,  Inc., 
1966)   (III-B-5  par  2)  ." 

The  NMFS  agrees  with  the  above  statement.   The  greatest  impacts 
to  fisheries  populations  and  habitat  as  presented  by  the  document 
are  water  depletions ,  gravel  removal ,  erosion  and  sedimentation, 
and  spills 

Attachment  A  references  significant  sections  within  the  document 
and  summarizes  NMP'S  concerns  relative  to  these  impacts. 
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General  Recananendations 


Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  should  be  linked  to  Wild  and  Scenic 
Act  criteria  and  not  to  specific  Alternatives  (II-IS) .   The  most 
probable  designation  would  be  "wild"  status.   Motorized  travel  on 
the  river  should  be  considered  for  traditional  subsistence  users. 


Teshekpuk  Lake  Watershed  is  one  of  the  most  productive,  diverse, 
and  unique  wetland  ecosystems  on  the  North  Slope  (II-l,  par  7), 
The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Land  Use  Emphasis  Area  (LUEA)  should  be 
included  in  all  alternatives . 


Water  removals  from  fish  bearing  lakes  and  streams  have  a 
significant  potential  for  impacting  overwintering  fish.   The  most 
important  overwintering  habitat  is  protected  in  the  Fish  Habitat 
LUEA.   The  Fish  Habitat  LUEA  should  be  included  in  all 
alternatives . 

Specific  Comments 


Section  II-2B.   Stipulation  9.   "Small  caches"  needs  to  be 
defined.   As  presently  written,  "small  caches"  could  be 
interpreted  to  mean  that  1,319  gallons  of  fuel  could  be  placed  on 
a  stream  bank  in  individual  containers.   A  more  suitable  amount 
for  a  small  cache  would  be  210  gallons. 


Section  11-29.   Stipulation  16.   Stipulation  16  does  not 
adequately  protect  fish  and  needs  to  be  rewritten.   The  document 
states  that,  ""Adverse  effects  could  occur  if  water  is  taken  from 
areas  where  fish  are  overwintering.   Lethal  effects  could  be 
expected  on  50  to  100  percent  of  these  overwintering  fish  (IV-C- 
50  par.l) ."   A  50-100  percent  fish  kill  in  any  area  is 
unacceptable.   Where  did  the  15  percent  drawdown  number  for  lakes 
come  from?   Based  on  the  analysis  and  projected  fish  kill  this 
standard  does  not  adequately  protect  fish  and  needs  some  study 
and  adjustment.   Withdrawals  from  all  fish  bearing  lakes  need  to 
be  monitored  for  dissolved  oxygen  (DO)  and  pH  (see  inventory  and 
monitoring) .   Standards  need  to  be  established  that  keep  DO  and 
pH  from  reaching  critical  levels  both  during  the  withdrawal  and 
throughout  the  rest  of  the  winter.   If  monitoring  cannot  be 
completed  or  standards  established  that  eliminate  fish  kills, 
water  withdrawals  from  fish  bearing  lakes  should  be  eliminated. 
New  ice- road  and  pad  construction  methods  should  be  required . 
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Using  such  methods  as  aggregate  "chips"  shaved  from  frozen  lakes 
will  significantly  decrease  water  demands,  construction  time  and 
impacts  on  fisheries. 


Section  TI-29. SticuJatlon  20.   Item  c.   This  should  read; 

"Travel  within  100  feet  of  overwintering  fish  streams  and  lakes 
is  prohibited  (except  for  crossings)   to  help  avoid  disturbance 
to  riparian  vegetation,  stream-channel  morphology,  and  resident 
fish  populations."   This  will  also  reduce  impacts  from 
thermokarst  erosion  caused  by  seismic  trails. 


Section  II-;;9.   Stipulation  20.   Ttem  f.   This  section  should 
have  an  additional  sentence;  "Stream  crossings  will  avoid  fish 
spawning  areas."   This  requires  that  spawning  areas  be  documented 
(see  monitoring  and  inventory) . 


Section  TT-:i1.  Stipulation  40.   Altliough  the  stipulation  states 
that  gravel  sites  must  not  occur  within  an  active  floodplain  of 
watercourses,  it  needs  to  be  clear  that  gravel  extraction  should 
not  occur  in  lakes  and  streams.   Before  the  decision  is  made  to 
remove  gravel  from  the  floodplain  to  "enhance  fish  habitat"  a 
thorough  analysis  needs  to  be  made  that  includes  the  effects 
gravel  mining  has  on  spawning  gravels  and  the  recruitment  of 
gravels  into  stream  systems.   Given  the  paucity  of  gravel  sites 
in  the  planning  area  and  the  cost  of  bringing  in  gravel  from 
outside  tile  planning  area,  gravel  reducing  technology  (composite 
pads,  etc.)  should  be  required. 
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Section  TT-12.   Stipulation  41.   Since  the  footprints  of 
developed  sites  impact  areas  that  are  substantially  larger  than 
the  actual  construction  or  fill,  for  those  streams  and  lakes  not 
listed  in  Stipulation  39,  setbacks  for  fish  bearing  basins  and 
streams  need  to  be  increased  to  a  minimum  of  1/4  mile. 


Section  T^T-R- 


Although  salmon  populations  are  not  large,  salmon  are  taken  in 
all  the  villages  for  subsistence  ( III-C-10-16) .  More  analyses 
should  be  made  of  impacts  on  salmon  and  salmon  habitat. 


Section  IV-A-.3.1  .   There  is  no  quantitative  analysis  of  pipeline 
spill  rates  and  effects  on  fish  or  waterbodies.   Most  of  the 
analysis  concentrates  on  tundra  (IV-a-34  par.  11 .   The  document 
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The  document  gives  very  little  space  to  salmon. 
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states  that  half  the  planning  area  is  made  up  of  water, 
spill  effects  need  to  be  quantified  for  waterbodies. 


Oil 


Section  IV-E-6.   Paragraph  7.   Alternative  D  opens  coastal  areas 
in  the  Coleville  River  Delta  and  Harrison  Bay.   The  document 
omits  any  meaningful  analysis  of  marine  and  anadromous  fishery 
impacts . 


Section  IV-F-8.   Paragraph  1.   Alternative  E  includes  a  coastal 
docking  facility.   The  size,  location,  design  and  operation  of 
such  a  facility  needs  to  be  described  more  specifically  before 
any  meaningful  analysis  occurs. 


Fuel  storage  reqiiirementR .  These  are  not  consistent  throughout 
the  document.   Setbacks  from  water  should  be  SOO  feet  and  small 
caches  should  be  limited  to  210  gallons. 

■Section  IV-A.   Paragraph  5.   Caches  with  more  than  SOO 
gallons  should  be  within  a  containment,  normally  a  portable 
containment  dike. 

Section  11-28.   Stipulation  9.   Fuel,  other  petroleum 
products,  and/or  other  liquid  chemicals  designated  by  the 
AO,  whether  in  excess  of  660  gallons  in  a  single  tank  or  in 
excess  of  1,320  gallons  in  multiple  containers,  shall  be 
stored  within  an  impermeable  lined  and  diked  area  capable  of 
containing  110  percent  of  the  stored  volume.   The  storage 
area  shall  be  located  at  least  500  feet  from  any  river, 
lake,  or  stream  with  the  exception  of  small  caches  for  motor 
boats  and  float  planes.   Material  used  as  a  liner  must  be 
capable  of  remaining  impermeable  during  typical  weather 
extremes  expected  throughout  the  storage  period. 

Section  IV-B-3. Paragraph  2 .   Stipulations  in  place  require 

no  storage  in  active  lake  floodplains  and  at  least  a  100-ft 
setback  from  any  river,  lake,  or  stream,  with  impermeable 
dikes  around  facilities  over  660  gallons. 


Section  IV-B-5.   Paragraph  4.    The  document  states, "Because  of 
this,  arctic  fish  populations  have  adapted  to  withstand  at  least 
short-term  perturbations  and  fluctuations  in  the  environment, 
whether  natural  or  human  caused."    In  order  to  make  this 
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statement,  "perturbations"  and  "short  term"  would  need  to  be 
defined.   Human  actions  especially  need  to  be  defined.   For 
example,  natural  yearly  flooding  over  well  vegetated  tundra  is 
different  than  therraokarst  erosion  and  resulting  turbidity  75 
times  over  normal  levels  caused  by  seismic  trails.   The  statement 
needs  to  be  deleted  or  clarified. 


Sect-ion  IV-C~10. Paragraph  2 .   The  document  states  that 

stipulations  20a  and  20j  are  ineffective  in  protecting  water 
quality  and  actually  could  increase  water-quality  effects  as 
discussed  under  Alternative  A.   Does  this  mean  that  these 
stipulations  need  to  be  more  stringent,  or  altered,  or 
eliminated? 


Section  h-X  , Item  3.   Inventory  and  Monitoring.   The  inventory 

and  monitoring  section  in  the  document  is  decidedly  short.   In 
order  to  avoid  and  assess  impacts  to  fisheries,  good  baseline 
information  is  needed.   The  entire  planning  area  does  not  have  to 
be  inventoried,  but  lakes  and  streams  within  a  reasonable  impact 
distance  of  management  activities  need  to  surveyed  for  fish  so 
that  impacts  can  be  avoided.   Within  these  areas,  if  oil 
exploration  and  development  occur,  more  detailed  monitoring 
studies  should  be  implemented  to  assess  management  impacts  upon 
fisheries  habitat  and  populations. 

Specifically,  inventory  and  monitoring  needs  to  include: 

Surveys  to  establish  which  streams  and  lakes  are  used  by 
fish. 

Spawning  habitat  and  use. 

Overwintering  habitat  and  populations. 

DO  levels  need  to  be  monitored  so  that  water  depletions 
don't  significantly  impact  fish.   Natural  DOs  need  to  be 
established  for  fish  overwintering  lakes.   Standards  need  to 
be  established  that  anticipate  continued  reduction  of  DO 
throughout  the  winter. 

As  with  DO,  pH  levels  need  to  be  established  and  monitored 
to  ensure  that  water  depletions  that  don't  impact  fisheries. 
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Monitoring  plans  should  include  determining  effects  on 
fisheries  habitiat   (sedimentation,  DO,  pH,  spawning  areas, 
pool  depth,  water  quality,  etc.),  and  fish  populations 
(including  species  composition  and  age  structure) . 

HARINS  MAMMALS 
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Section  IV-G-9&10 

The  impact  of  human  activities  on  the  behavior  and  productivity 
of  marine  mammals  has  not  been  well  quantified.   Most 
examinations  have  been  anecdotal  accounts  of  short-term  responses 
without  rigorous  statistical  support  or  controls .   The  need  to 
determine  the  long-term  effects  of  human  activities  will  continue 
to  be  a  growing  concern  of  the  NMFS  as  development  increases  in 
coastal  areas. 
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The  NMFS  is  concerned  about  the  increase  in  vessel  traffic  and 
aircraft  activity  within  the  range  of  bowhead  whales  associated 
with  Alternatives  C  -  E .   These  activities  may  affect  the 
behavior  of  bowhead  whales  enough  to  alter  subsistence  activities 
and  hunters'  success.   The  NMFS  suggests  minimizing  the  activity 
of  aircraft  and  vessels  during  the  bowhead  migration  to  reduce 
the  affects  on  bowhead  whales  and  the  communities  that  rely  on 
them. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment,  should  you  have  any 
questions  or  additional  information  please  contact  Dan  Vos  at 
271-5005. 
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ATTACHMENT  A 

Water  depletions 

Adverse  effects  could  occur  if  water  is  taken  from  areas  where 
fish  are  overwintering.   Lethal  effects  could  be  expected  on  50 
to  100  percent  of  these  overwintering  fish  (IV-C-50  par.l). 

In  deeper  waters  that  do  not  freeze  to  the  bottom,  the  amount  of 
dissolved  oxygen  is  of  critical  importance  (III-B-5  par.  2). 

The  winter  extraction  of  water  or  ice  from  NPR-A  waters  could 
change  the  chemistry  of  those  waters  (IV-C-5  par.  10). 

Winter  removal  of  more  saline  water  underneath  the  ice  would 
result  in  less  saline,  less  buffered  lake  waters  in  early  summer 
following  winter  water  extraction  (IV-C-6  par.  2). 

The  preferred  lake  would  be  no  more  than  6  ft  deep.   Water  could 
be  extracted  from  deeper  lakes,  but  these  lakes  are  likely  to 
have  fish  that  would  be  put  at  risk  from  water  removal  CIV-C-5 
par.  10) . 

An  ice  road  across  such  an  intermediate-depth  lake  (a  few  feet 
deeper  than  6  feet)  would  be  designed  to  freeze  the  entire  water 
column  below  the  road,  isolating  portions  of  the  lake  basin  and 
restricting  circulation.   With  mixing  thus  reduced,  isolated 
water  pools  with  low  oxygen  could  result.   Dissolved  oxygen 
concentrations  could  be  reduced  below  the  5-ppm  dissolved  oxygen 
standard  needed  to  protect  resident  fish  (ADEC,  1977)  (IV-C-6 
par.  3) . 

Under-ice  withdrawls  from  areas  having  water  and  dissolved-oxygen 
levels  barely  Lo  moderately  sufficient  to  support  overwintering 
fish  would  be  likely  to  kill  many  of  the  fish  overwintering  there 
{IV-C-16  par.  1) . 

Gravel  Removal 


optimistic  in  low  gradient  streams  that  don't  move  a  lot  of 
gravel.   A  very  likely  scenario  would  be  for  the  pits  to  fill  up 
with  silt.   This  would  be  especially  probable  if  other  management 
actions  produced  upstream  erosion. 


020 


The  effects  of  gravel  construction  and  gravel  extraction 
activities  in  high  density  areas  are  expected  to  be  spawning 
failure  and  mortality  for  many  of  the  fish  affected  {an  estimated 
10-year  recovery)  {TV-D-7  par.  4)  .    This  m.ay  be  overly 


020 


Improper  siting  of  gravel-removal  operations  can  result  in 
changes  to  stream  channel  or  lake  configuration,  stream-flow 
hydraulics  or  lake  dynamics,  erosion  and  sedimentation,  and  ice 
damming  and  aufeis  formation.   Locating  gravel  pits  far  enough 
away  from  streams  and  lakes  to  avoid  breakup  or  storm  flooding 
will  greatly  minimize  these  effects  to  water  resources.   While 
gravel  sources  are  scarce  in  the  planning  area,  sand  and  silt  are 
more  abundant.   Composite  or  all  season  pad  designs,  using  a 
mixture  of  gravel,  sand,  and  silt  layered  with  styrofoam  and 
geotextilea,  can  significantly  reduce  gravel  requirements  (IV-C-4 
par.  7) . 

Because  gravel  is  a  scarce  commodity,  alternative  construction 
technology  could  be  refined  to  lessen  gravel  use  and  associated 
impacts,  but  such  alternatives  are  not  assumed  {IV-C-7  par.  8) . 

Gravel  extraction  from  or  near  overwintering  and  spawning  habitat 
is  likely  to  adversely  affect  arctic  fish  by  reducing  the  amount 
and  quality  of  habitat  available  to  them.   Because  overwintering 
and  spawning  habitat  represents  less  ::han  5  percent  of  the 
planning  area,  gravel  removal  from  these  areas  would  be  likely  to 
result  in  spawning  failure  and  mortality  for  many  fish  within  the 
affected  area  (IV-C-17  par.  1) . 

Erosion  and  Sedimentation 

Construction  of  pads,  roads,  pipelines  and  airstrips  could  cause 
spawning  failure  and  mortality  in  50  to  100  percent  of  the  fish 
in  high  density  areas,  requiring  a  10 -year  recovery  period  (IV-C- 
50  par.l) . 

Based  on  the  ANWR  experience,  29  percent  of  seismic  trails  could 
have  degraded  cover,  with  potential  for  long-term  thermokarst 
erosion  (IV-B~2  par.  11) .   Both  the  JTU  and  suspended- sediment 
concentrations  increased  much  more  than  20  percent,  rather  by  an 
order  of  magnitude  across  the  thermokarst  feature.   Thus, 
thermokarst  erosion  could  cause  the  State  turbidity  standard  to 
be  exceeded  within  and  downflow  of  thermokarst  features  (IV-B-3 
par.  1) . 
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The  potential  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on,  the  water 
resources  in  the  planning  area  may  include  disturbance  of  stream 
banks  or  shorelines  and  subsequent  melting  of  permafrost 

(thermokarst ) ,  blockages  of  natural  channels  and  floodways  that 
disrupt  drainage  patterns,  increased  erosion  and  sedimentation, 
and  removal  of  gravel  and  water  from  riverine  pools  and  lakes 

(IV-C  4  par.  3) . 

Stream  banks  and  lake  shores  are  particularly  vulnerable  to 
thermokarst,  because  the  wave  action  of  the  water  will  accelerate 
the  removal   of    the   degrading  protective  cover.      Fine-grained 
sediments  are  the  most  likely  to  contain  ice-rich  permafrost, 
resulting  not  only  in  extensive  thermokarst  but  also  in  increased 
sediment  erosion  and  changes  to  stream  channel  and  bed  morphology 
(IV-C-4  par.  4) . 

In  addition  to  thermokarst  and  drainage  alteration,  erosion  and 
addition  to  thermokarst  and  drainage  alteration,  erosion  and 
sedimentation  can  be  caused  by  construction  activities  or 
vehicular  crossings,  especially  during  periods  of  high  stream 
flow  or  lake  levels.   Inadequate  design  or   placement  of 
structures,  culverts,  or  bridges  can  alter  natural  sediment 
transport  and  deposition,  creating  scour  holes  or  channel  bars. 
Improper  placement  or  sizing  of  gravel  fill  can  result  in  erosion 
from  pads  or  roadbeds  adjacent  to  streams  or  lakes  {IV-C-4  par. 
5)  . 


at  the  waterline  along  the  pond  margins  did  not  suffer  visible 
damage  the  first  summer.   However,  during  ^"'=--^=="\^^^"' ,^f "" 
new  leaves  were  unable  to  penetrate  oil  mats,  which  killed  the 
plants  under  the  mats.   The  waters  of  the  oiled  P-^  -"-^^^^ 
toxic  to  more  sensitive  zooplankton  species  for  7  years,   There 
also  were  long  term  (several-year)  observable  effects  on 
^i^^optaLton^nd  insect  population  and  shorter  term  effects  on 
benthic  algae  and  microbe  populations  (IV-A-37  par.  7). 

waters  from  the  reserve  pits  and  some  ponds  within  "°  ^^f  ^^^ 
not  at  greater  distances  were  found  to  be  toxic  to  a  sensitive 
zooplankton  species  in  bioassays  (IV-C- 7  par  4) . 

Historically,  because  clay  is  the  standard  liner  for  waste  pits, 
the  clay  in  drilling  muds  has  been  assumed  alone  to  ^e  adequate 
as  a  ptt  liner.   However,  the  chemical  formulation  of  drilling 
muds  is  designed  to  keep  the  drilling  mud  dispersed,  which  can 
ZtinJelll   ability  to  act  as  a  seal^   The  P^-t^f^^  ^  H^^' 
from  pit-stored  drilling  fluids  would  be  reduced  ^^  "^^<i%^^" 
properly  disposed  of  prior  to  spring  breakup  (IV-C-7  par.  5). 


Construction  in  high-density  spawning  and  overwintering  areas,  or 
access  corridors  used  by  migratory  fish,  would  be  likely  to 
adversely  affect  a  relatively  large  number  of  freshwater  and 
migratory  fish.   The  resulting  effect  on  arctic  fish  are  likely 
to  be  spawning  failure  and/or  morality  of  many  fish.   Recovery 
would  be  expected  in  about  10  years  (IV-C-6  par.  2). 

Spills 

Crude-  oil-spill  cleanup  from  production  operations  and  pipelines 
is  possible  and  could  adversely  affect  streams  and  lakes  (IV-C-5 
par  2) . 

The  NPR-A  Oil-Spill  Experiment:  Half  of  the  oil  was  estimated  to 
be  evaporated  or  degraded  within  a  year,  hut  the  rest  of  the  oil 
remained  with  little  change  for  at  least  5  years.   Sedges  oiled 
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1908-001 

Eligibility  determinations  in  the  draft  lAP/EIS  were  made  using  the  criteria  identified  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  and  BLM  Manual  835 1 :  Wild  iiitd  Scenic  Rivers  -  Policy  and  Prof^ram  Direction  Jor 
Identification,  Evaluation  and  Management.  Using  these  criteria  only  the  Colville  River  was  determined 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  WSR  System.  The  alternatives  presented  in  the  draft  were  crafted  to  present  the 
widest  possible  range  of  WSR  recommendations  on  the  Colville  River  for  public  review  and  comment.  The 
State  of  Alaska  and  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  both  did  comment  and  stated  they  would  not  support 
any  proposal  to  include  the  Colville  River  in  the  WSR  System.  As  co-owners/managers  of  the  Colville  River 
their  support  is  essential.  Accordingly,  the  Colville  River  is  unsuitable  (unmanageable)  as  a  Wild  and 
Scenic  River. 

1908-002 

The  LUEA's  are  constructs  to  easily  identify  portions  of  the  planning  area  receiving  special  planning 
emphasis.  As  such,  all  LUEA's  are  factored  into  all  alternatives.  If  the  coinmenter  is  suggesting  that  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Watershed  LUEA  should  be  made  unavailable  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  under  all  alternatives, 
we  must  respond  that  that  would  be  contrary  to  regulatory  guidance  that  we  look  at  "all  reasonable 
alternatives"  (40CFR1502.14). 


1908-003 

Please  see  Response  IS 


-002. 


1908-004 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  14. 

1908-005 

The  quoted  statement  references  the  original  biological  impacts  analysis  for  fish  (IV.C.7).  This  analyses 
needs  to  be  read  in  conjunction  with  the  Effectiveness  of  Stipulation  section  on  page  IV.C.18,  which 
concludes  that  impacts  on  overwintering  fish  will  be  effectively  mitigated  by  the  restrictions  in  Stipulation 
16  (Alternatives  A-E)  and  others.  See  also  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations  (IV. C. 9- 10). 

The  15-percent  drawdown  standard,  as  well  as  the  7-ft  depth  requirement,  were  provided  by  State  of  Alaska, 
Dept.  of  Fish  and  Game  fisheries  experts  and  are  the  criteria  used  for  water  withdrawals  associated  with 
State  oil  and  gas  leasing  operations  on  the  North  Slope.  Monitoring  for  dissolved  oxygen  and  pH  to  ensure 
protection  of  water  quality  and  overwintering  fish  habitat  will  be  conducted  in  conjunction  with  any 
approved  withdrawal  from  a  fish-bearing  lake  >7  ft  deep.  The  last  part  of  the  comment  addressed  in  part  by 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  20. 

The  reference  to  "50  to  100  percent"  has  been  changed  to  read  "many"  in  Section  IV.C.  13.b(2)  a. 


1908-007 

The  BLM  is  committed  to  increasing  documentation  of  fish-spawning  areas  throughout  the  planning  area  as 
a  part  of  its  overall  research  and  monitoring  program.   In  the  meantime,  BLM  permit  staff  will  use 
vegetation  and  other  topography  maps  to  identify  likely  spawning  areas.  As  additional  information  becomes 
available  through  the  inventory  and  monitoring  program,  we  will  be  able  to  identify  sawinng  areas  with 
greater  specificity.  It  is  important  to  recognize  that  many  seismic  activities  and  overland  moves  can  cross 
waterbodies  without  need  for  additional  ice  given  the  thickness  of  the  ice.  Waterbodies  <7  ft  within  the 
planning  area  generally  freeze  to  the  lake  bottom. 

1908-008 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  part  by  Preferted  Alternative  Stipulation  40,  which  defines  watercourses.  The 
BLM,  in  consultation  with  appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies,  will 
address  research  needs  related  to  fish-sawinng  waterbodies  throughout  the  planning  area  as  a  part  of  its 
overall  inventory  and  monitoring  program.  Gravel  mining  operations  will  be  sited  to  avoid  fish-sawinng 
areas.  The  final  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  32,  which  encourages  operators 
to  utilize  gravel-reduction  technologies. 

1908-009 

The  comment  is  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  41,  which  provides  a  500  ft  setback  for 
permanent  oil  and  gas  facilities  on  all  waterbodies  not  listed  in  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  39. 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  79  requires  a  100  ft  setback  on  all  waterbodies  for  all  other  structures. 

1908-010 

As  stated  in  the  draft  EIS,  we  are  not  aware  of  any  established  salmon  populations  in  the  northeastern  NPR- 
A.  Studies  to  date  suggest  that  they  are  only  infrequent  visitors  and  do  not  successfully  reproduce  in  the 
area.  We  are  aware  that  some  fishermen  believe  otherwise;  however,  we  have  no  source  of  information  that 
confirms  this. 

1908-011 

The  BLM  and  MMS  recognize  that  pipeline  are  an  important  source  of  impacts.  A  quantitative  oil-spill 
analysis  of  pipeline  spills  was  not  possible  because  of  ADEC's  database  structure.  A  small  qualitative 
discussion  was  included  where  pipeline  spills  actually  were  indicated  in  the  database.  This  was  not  meant  to 
imply  that  these  were  the  only  pipeline  spills  of  record.  The  BLM  and  MMS  assumed  the  estimated  number 
of  spills  could  occur  from  platforms,  pipelines,  or  flowlines. 

For  effects  on  fish  and  waterbodies,  please  see  Section  FV  and  the  subsections  under  alternatives  on  Fish  and 
Water  Quality.  The  BLM  and  MMS  include  additional  analysis  of  a  325  bbl  spill  reaching  Teshekpuk  Lake 
and  the  Colville  River  in  Section  IV. H. 


1908-006 

The  comment  is  addressed  in  part  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24c.  Stipulation  20c  (Alternatives  A- 
E)  has  been  deleted  from  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations,  because  it  created  a  situation  that  could  have 
had  the  unintended  result  of  causing  more  rather  than  less  harm  to  stream  beds.  Given  the  large  number  of 
meandering  rivers  and  streams  in  the  planning  area,  it  is  likely  that  strict  enforcement  of  the  stipulation 
would  require  an  operator  to  make  multiple  stream  crossings.  Experts  also  disagree  about  whether  or  not 
vehicular  compaction  causes  enough  freezedown  to  harm  stream-channel  morphology  and  resident  fish 
populations.  Given  these  considerations,  we  believe  that  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  22  and  24c  and  d 
offer  an  approach  that  will  accomplish  the  objective  of  avoiding  disturbance  of  riparian  habitat,  stream- 
channel  morphology,  and  resident  fish  populations.  Moreover,  if  additional  protection  is  deemed  necessary 
in  particular  areas,  the  possibility  of  adding  more  restrictive  site-specific  stipulations  can  be  addressed 
during  the  permit  review  process. 


1908-012 

As  stated  in  the  draft  ELS,  arctic  fish  could  be  affected  by  land-based  seismic  surveys,  activities  associated 
with  construction,  and  oil  spills.  However,  none  of  these  events  are  expected  to  have  a  measurable  effect  on 
fish  (marine  and  anadromous)  in  coastal  waters.  Onshore  events  may  affect  both  freshwater  and 
anadromous  fish,  and  are  discussed  in  sufficient  detail  under  each  Alternative. 

1908-013 

The  specific  size,  location,  and  design  characteristics  of  the  docking  facility  are  unavailable  at  this  time  and 
would  be  evaluated  more  appropriately  during  permit  and  development  plan  review. 

1908-014 

See  Response  to  Comment  1908-004.  The  minimum  setback  of  100  ft  cited  from  the  draft  EIS  at  p.  IV. B. 3 
was  incorrect  and  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  EIS  in  Section  IV. B. 4  and  IV. A.  1  .a.  The  comment  is 
addressed  in  Prefened  Alternative  Stipulations  14  and  15,  and  changes  have  been  made  to  Section  IV. B. 4 
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and  Section  FV.A.  1  .a.  granted  under  restricted  conditions  and  only  after  consultation  with  appropriate  regulatory  and  resource 

agencies. 
1908-015 

The  word  "perturbations"  and  the  phrase  "short  term"  refer  back  to  what  was  said  in  the  prior  sentences, 
namely,  that  high  mortalities  occasionally  occur  due  to  the  harsh  environmental  conditions  in  this  area.  The 
perturbator  in  this  case  is  the  harsh  environmental  conditions  that  exist  in  the  arctic  region,  and  the  duration 
was  unspecified.  Detailed  information  concerning  natural  versus  human-caused  fish  mortalities,  complete 
with  definitions  of  key  words  and  phrases  such  as  "perturbations"  and  "short-term,"  does  not  exist  at 
present.  Almost  all  effects-  related  studies  to  date  have  been  directed  solely  toward  human-caused 
perturbations.  The  fact  that  high  fish  mortalities  occasionally  occur  in  the  arctic  environment  due  to  natural 
events  is  common  knowledge  among  specialists.  This  information  has  been  included  in  the  draft  EIS  simply 
to  inform  nonspecialists  of  this  reahty.  The  lack  of  an  accepted  definition  for  these  words  and  phrases  does 
not  preclude  this  need.  The  remainder  of  the  draft  EIS  text  is  focused  entirely  on  human-caused 
perturbators,  without  any  further  mention  or  comparison  to  naturally  caused  perturbators  (due  entirely  to  the 
lack  of  information  in  this  area). 

1908-016 

Clarification  has  been  added  to  the  discussion  of  Effectiveness  of  Stipulations  in  Section  rV.B.4. 

1908-017 

These  are  the  kinds  of  studies  that  would  be  required  by  the  inventorying  and  monitoring  program  discussed 
in  Appendix  A.?,.  The  studies  to  be  completed  in  specific  instances  would  be  determined  by  the  Interagency 
Research  and  Monitoring  Team  proposed  in  the  Preferred  Alterative  in  Section  II.F.7. 

1908-018 

It  is  true  that  impacts  of  human  activities  on  the  behavior  and  productivity  of  marine  mammals  have  not 
been  well  quantified.  As  with  other  wildlife  populations,  it  is  very  difficult  to  separate  natural  variation 
from  the  influence  of  human  activities  on  individual  marine  mammal  behaviors  and  productivity  let  alone  on 
populafions.  The  MMS  is  continuing  to  fund  and  support  monitoring  studies  on  marine  mammal 
populations  such  as  ringed  seals  and  bowhead  whales  in  the  Beaufort  Sea,  where  offshore  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  are  continuing.  These  ongoing  studies  will  help  to  determine  if  there  arc  long- 
terin  effects  of  oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  on  ringed  seals  and  bowhead  whales. 

1908-019 

There  probably  is  litrie  need  for  minimizing  aircraft  activity  for  this  project.  As  stated  in  the  text  in  Section 
IV.C.  i0.b{l)(b),  any  aircraft  flights  over  the  inarine  environment  during  the  open-water  season  as  a  result  of 
oil  and  gas  operations  in  the  planning  area  are  likely  to  be  minimal,  if  any  even  occur.  Any  flights  that  did 
occur  likely  would  be  very  near  shore,  well  away  from  the  migration  corridor.  Likewise,  the  amount  of 
vessel  traffic  is  not  expected  to  be  large.  Equipment  and  supplies  shipped  by  barge  likely  would  originate 
from  existing  infrastructure  (such  as  West  Dock  or  Oliktok  Point)  and  travel  to  staging  areas  in  the  planning 
area.  Some  of  the  equipment  and  supplies  likely  would  be  shipped  before  the  fall  migration  started.  It  also 
should  be  noted  that  barging  is  not  the  only  alternative  for  moving  equipment  and  supplies.  Supplies  also 
can  be  moved  overland  in  the  winter.  Any  effects  on  whales  is  likely  to  be  minimal,  because  the  number  of 
barge  trips  is  likely  to  be  fairly  small  and  the  route  traveled  is  likely  to  be  fairiy  close  to  shore,  well  inside 
the  bowhead  migration  route. 

1908-020 

The  scenario  of  removing  gravel  from  low-gradient  streams  noted  by  the  comment  is  unlikely  to  occur  and 
the  impact  analysis  provided  in  the  lAP/EIS  is  considered  appropriate  for  those  cases  (higher-gradient 
streams)  in  which  gravel  might  be  removed.  Gravel  is  scarce  in  the  streams  of  the  planning  area,  especially 
streams  with  a  low  gradient.  Consequently,  it  is  unlikely  that  gravel  would  be  removed  from  any  low 
gradient  streams.  Moreover,  Altemafive  A-E  Stipulation  40  and  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  40 
generally  forbid  removal  of  gravel  from  stream  beds  or  their  active  floodplains.  Exceptions  would  only  be 
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From; 

To:  ilmakcso. ilmakdsl (iducker) 

Date:  Wed,  Mar  11,  1998   9:08  pm 

Subject:  URGENT  -  DEIS  Comments 


COMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  EN^/IROKKENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  REGARDING  THE 

PROPOSA= 

LS  TO  OPEN  THE  NATIONAL  PERTOLEUM  RESERVE  ■  ALASKA  FOR  OIL 

EXPLORATION. 

I  found  Che  Draft  EIS  geroiusly  lacking  in  its  discussion  of 
CUMULATIVE  1= 

MPACTS  of  the  proposed  alternatives.   Opening  NPR-A  for  oil 
extraction  is= 

likely  to  have  far- ranging  effects  on  many  aspects  of  Federal 
Government - 

policy.   The  following  issues  should  be  discussed  in  the  Final 
EIS: 

Transportation  Policy 

How  will  the  alternative  plans  affect  highway  funding  for 
both  maintenen=  ce  of  exis-ing  roads  &  for  new  cons-ruction? 
Many  of  our  existing  highwa=  ys  are  in  desperate  need  of  repairs, 
particularly  bridges.   How  will  che  =  alternative  plans  impact 
research  and  implementation  of  strategies  for  in=  corporating 
non-motorized  transportation,  alternative  fuel  vehicles  and  m= 
ass  :;ransit  into  our  country=92s  transportation  strategies? 

Energy  Policy 

How  will  the  alternative  plans  affect  research  ,-ind 
implementation  of  str=  ategies  for  incorporating  non- fossil  fuel 
sources  of  energy  into  our  nati=  on=92s  energy  policies?   How 
will  a.-l  increased  supply  of  petroleum  impact  = 

efforts  to  encourage  energy  conservation?   An  increase  in  oil 
supplies  i=  s  likely  to  increase  U.S.  dependence  on  petroleum  as 
a  major  source  of  fu=  el.   Does  this  dependence  benefit  the  U.S.? 

Urban  Planning 

How  will  the  alterna-ive  plans  affect  efforts  to  revitalize 
city  centers= 

and  control  urban  sprawl?   Such  sprawl  often  results  in  loss  of 
far.-nland= 

and  wetlands.   How  will  farir.land  losses  affect  rural  economies 
and  our  n=  atiQn=92s  ability  to  produce  food?   How  will  wetland 
losses  increase  floo=  ding  potential  and  reduce  water  quality? 
How  will  zhe   alternative  plans  =  affect  the  ability  of  urban 
areas  to  meet  Federal  air  quality  standards? 

Foreign  Policy 

Increased  domestic  oil  production  is  likely  to  increase  U.S. 
dependence  =  on  oil  from  all  sources,  which  would,  in  turn, 
increase  the  importance  ot= 
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maintaining  political  stability  in  places  such  as  the  Persian 
Gulf.   IIow= 

will  U.S.  foreign  policy  be  affected  by  this  situation  (consider 
the  Gul=  f  War}?   How  will  the  alternative  plans  affecx.  treaty 
obligations,  includ=  ing,  but  not  limited  to,  those  which  protect 
marine  ecosystems  and  miqrat=  ory  birds? 

Public  Lands  Policy 

How  will  the  alternative  plans  set  precedents  for  management 
of  our  publ=  ic  lands,  particularly  in  regard  to  resource 
extraction  from  BLM,  Nationa=  1  Forest,  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
National  Park  lands?   How  will  such  p=  recedents  affect  managment 
of  public  lands  for  other  uses,  including  recr=  eation,  wildlife 
habitat  or  wilderness?   How  will  the  Arctic  National  Wil=  dlife 
Refuge  be  impacted  by  the  al ternative  plans?   Do  chc  alternative 
pl=  ans  set  precedents  which  make  oil  exploration  in  ANWR  more 
likely? 

Native  Rights  Policy 

How  will  the  alternative  plans  affect  r.he  protection  of 
Native  American  =  cultures,  including  subsistence  lifestyles,  in 
both  the  immediate  area  of= 
NPR-A  and  also  throughout  the  U.S.? 


Respectfully  Submitted, 
Jonathan  Green 
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With  the  exception  of  a  discussion  of  how  the  alternatives  might  affect  "the 
protection  of  Native  American  cultures,  including  subsistence  lifestyles"  in 
the  NPR-A  area  (which  is  addressed  in  the  lAP/EIS),  the  far-ranging  analysis 
advocated  in  this  comment  is  inappropriate.  The  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  advises  that,  "It  is  not  practical  to  analyze  the  cumulative  effects  of 
an  action  on  the  universe;  the  list  of  environmental  effects  must  focus  on 
those  that  are  truly  meaningful."  To  assist  decisionmakers  and  inform  the 
public,  it  must  be  limited  to  "effects  that  can  be  evaluated  meaningfully" 
(Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  1997).  The  petroleum  resources  that 
might  be  found  in  the  planning  area  are  not  anywhere  near  the  scale  that 
conceivably  could  have  any  meaningful  impact  on  the  broad  national  and 
global  concerns  mentioned  in  this  comment. 
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ALASKA  COMMUNITY  ACTION  ON  TOXICS 

135  Christensen  Drive,  Suite  100 

Anchorage,  AK  99501 

(907)222-7714 


c 


1951 


March  12,  1998 


Mr,  Gene  Terland 

NPR-A  Planning  Team 

Bureau  ol'Land  Management,  Alaska  Stale  Office 

222  West  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  AK  995 13-7599 


RE:       Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reser\e-Alaska 
Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/  EIS 


Dear  Mr  Terland; 


We  wish  to  comment  on  [he  Draft  Integrated  Activity  Plan/  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  northeast  section  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A) 
released  by  the  US  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  public  review  on  December  10,  1997, 

Alaska  Community  Action  on  Toxics,  a  project  of  the  Alaska  Conservation  Foundation, 
works  with  Alaska  communities  to  eliminate  the  sources  of  toxic  pollution  that  threaten 
environmental  and  human  health.    1  hese  comments  will  focus  on  our  major  concerns  about  sites 
of  toxic  pollution  throughout  the  NPR-A  that  have  yet  to  be  adequatelv  cleaned  up  decades  after 
past  exploratory  operations  and  from  former  military  operations  in  the  planning  area.  We  also 
find  that  the  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  consider  the  environmental  impacts  of  all  significant  sources 
of  toxic  air  and  water  emissions  and  hazardous  solid  waste  resulting  from  potential  fiiture  oil 
exploration  and  development  operations  in  NPR-A.  These  existing  and  fiiture  sources  of  pollution 
pose  substantial  nsks  to  fish  and  wildhfe  habitats  in  the  planning  area  and  to  human  communities 
in  the  Arctic    Finally,  ive  are  dismayed  that  the  environmental  impacts  from  greenhouse  "as 
emissions  and  their  contribution  to  global  climate  change  were  not  addressed  at  all  in  this°DEIS. 

We  find  that  BLM  has  not  done  a  complete  analysis  of  a  tnie  alternative  to  the  action  as 
required  by  the  National  Envirtmmental  Policy  Act    This  should  be  the  heart  of  the  EIS-  and  we 
find  that  this  DEIS  has  no  heart.  The  DEIS  has  not  established  the  basis  of  need  for  new  leasing 
for  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  NPR-A.  BLM  must  consider  the  alternative  of  energy 
conserv,ation  and  renewable  energy  sources  that  could  meet  the  national  energy  need  and 
therefore  preclude  the  need  for  fossil  fiicl  development  of  the  NPR-A.  This  Reserve  should  be 
held  in  trust  until  a  true  need  for  leasing  and  development  can  be  established    In  the  meantime 
the  NPR.\  should  be  protected  for  its  higher  and  better  uses  -  conservation  offish  and  wildlife 
habitat  and  subsistence  use-  and  long-term  conservation  of  non-renewable  resources. 
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We  recommend  that  you  indefinitely  defer  leasing  and  development  and  lake  action 
immediately  to  permanently  protect  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  and  Colville  River  Special 
Area  {plus  adding  the  Kogosukruk  and  Kikiakrorak  Rivers).  These  Special  .Veas  should  be 
permanently  deleted  from  leasing,  along  with  all  industrial  facilities  prohibited  (including  gravel 
mines,  drill  pads,  pipelines,  roads,  causeways,  docks,  seawaler  treatment  plants,  processing  or 
storage  pads,  and  waste  disposal  facilities. 


The  stipulations  designed  to  minimize  impacts  are  woefiilly  inadequate,  especially  with 
respect  to  operational  features  such  as  standards  for  air  or  water  quality,  drilling  and  olher  waste 
disposal,  prevention  of  contamination,  and  rehabitation  of  the  environment.  The  ftrndamental 
assumptions  in  the  DEIS  regarding  Ihe  stipulations  arc  fiindamenlally  flawed.  The  DEIS  states 
that  "restrictions  on  development  will  not  adversely  affect  the  viability  of  potentially  commercial 
discoveries,"  (DEIS,  p.  rV-A-26)    Unless  the  government  makes  clear  that  it  will  have  the  right 
to  strictly  uphold  the  stipulations  (even  if  oil  exploration  development  at  a  certain  time  or  place 
may  be  deemed  by  the  companies  as  infeasible),  their  eflfectiveness  in  reducing  environmental 
impact  is  in  question.  Therefore,  application  of  Ihe  stipulations  should  not  be  factored  into  the 
analysis  of  environmental  impact  because  this  would  most  likely  understate  the  potential  effects. 
Furthermore,  the  list  of  instances  in  which  all  the  stipulations  can  be  modified  or  waived  (DEIS,  p. 
11-27),  as  well  as  specific  provisions  contained  in  most  of  the  stipulations  regarding  modification 
or  waiver,  are  so  broad  and  vague  that  we  doubt  whether  they  would  ever  be  strictly  adhered  to. 


Another  ftindamental  flaw  with  the  stipulations  that  puts  in  doubt  their  effectiveness  is  the 
fact  that  only  7  of  the  82  stipulations  hsted  would  be  included  as  conditions  of  proposed  lease 
sales.    The  remainder  would  be  applied  at  the  permitting  stage,  including  all  the  stipulations  for 
management  of  production  wastes,  water  use,  and  site  reclamation.  This  is  in  sharp  contrast  to 
BLM's  1983  FEIS  and  Record  of  Decision  in  wluch  most  of  the  stipulations  were  to  be  contained 
as  lease  conditions,  not  permit  conditions  (although  thai  FEIS  and  provisions  for  the  leasing  plan 
and  land  management  were  woefiilly  inadequate,  nonetheless).    Our  experience  is  ihal  by  the  time 
a  project  reaches  the  permitting  stage,  the  pressure  to  reduce  the  number  and  nature  of 
stipulations  is  greatly  increased.   Therefore,  we  recommend  that  all  the  stipulations,  and  especially 
those  pertaining  to  solid  and  liquid  waste  handling,  and  hazardous-material  disposal  and  cleanup 
also  be  lease-sale  stipulations. 


fhe  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  analyze  impacts  of  new  sources  of  hazardous  and  solid 
wastes.  Because  the  impact  analysis  assumes  that  the  stipulations  would  be  strictly  adhered  lo, 

despite  the  weakening  language  they  contain,  the  DEIS  overlooks  entire  categories  of  potential 

impacts.    For  example,  stipulation  *  1 3b  says  that  re-injection  for  disposal  of  muds  and  cuttings  is 
Ihe  preferred  method.  If  not  required,  then  the  impact  analysis  must  assume  that  other  methods 

could  be  used    If  subsurface  structures  will  not  be  suitable  for  re-injection,  then  other  disposal 

scenarios  need  to  be  addressed.  There  is  no  requirement  for  monitoring  of  the  reliability  of 
environmental  quality  fi-om  the  re-injection  technique.  There  are  no  adequate  provisions  for  the 
safe  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes. 
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Although  stipulation  3  allows  for  incineration  of  solid  waste  combustibles  it  fails  to 
require  certain  air  qualily  standards  to  be  met.  The  DEIS  fails  to  analyze  how  miich  solid  waste 
would  need  to  be  disposed  of  from  the  exploration  and  development  operations    What  are  the 
current  practices  in  the  Prtidhoe  Bay  oil  fields,  how  much  field  monitoring  is  carried  out  and  for 
what  toxic  components''  How  reliable  are  the  incinerators?  What  is  the  current  disposal  practice 
for  this  residual  ash''  What  are  the  combustion  products,  potential  exposure  pathways  and 
environmental  and  human  health  impacts''  The  document  implies  that  incineration  will  happen  on 
sue.  but  there  is  no  discussion  under  air  quality  of  what  the  impacts  from  incineration  would  be 
It  IS  likely  that  incinerator  ash  could  be  toxic  and  that  solid  waste  landfill  could  end  up  being 
contaminated. 


Before  new  wells  are  drilled,  clean  up  the  old  messes  left  behind. 


Solid  and  Hazardous  wasledurnps.    This  DEIS  fails  to  present  a  consolidated  map  with  all 
hazardous  and  sohd  wastes  that  already  exist  in  NPRA,  nor  to  comprehensively  determine  the 
nature  and  extent  of  contamination  problems  or  analyze  the  long-term  environmental  and  human 
impact  of  the  existing  sites    This  is  of  major  concern  because,  as  the  document  does  reveal 
"solid- waste  landfills  have  been  associated  with  virtually  all  of  the  drilling  sites  and  USDOD 
sites. "  (DEIS,  p.  IIl-A-4 1 )  All  old  resen-e  pits  and  other  drilling  waste  sites  and  buried  Navy  and 
Air  Force  waste  dumps  need  to  be  inventoried,  tested,  and  actually  cleaned  up  (i  e  wastes 
removed).  Although  some  of  these  sites  could  be  found  on  maps  fi-om  the  USGS  government 
exploration  program  {Fig.  2.20,  Schindler,  1988),  evidence  of  field  inventory,  taken  at  the  time  of 
so-called  cleanup  and  current  environmental  status  (water  quality  testing  results),  as  well  as  earlier 
information  fi-om  the  Navy  operations  at  other  sites  should  also  be  compiled. 

The  DEIS  contains  no  information  on  the  Navy's  solid  waste  dumps  or  the  existing 
environmental  quality  of  these  areas,  nor  is  there  evidence  of  an  inventory  of  the  wastes  at  these 
sites  from  earlier  records  (e.g.  that  are  contained  in  the  Navy,   .As  well,  cleanup  of  Conner  military 
sites  located  withm  the  plan  area,  such  as  the  DEWLines,  and  Umiat  .Air  Force  Station  where  the 
Army  Corps  ol  Engineers  is  presently  considering  a  Restoration  Advisory  Board  (Arctic  Sounder 
March  27,  1997),  should  be  integrated  into  management  of  this  area.  Furthermore,  there  may  be 
additional  contammated  sites  at  the  runway  sites  where  fiiel  spilled  fi-om  fiiel  resupply  operations 
m  these  areas. 

Not  all  major  sites  within  NPR.A  are  listed  (as  they  arc  outside  the  planning  area)  but 
some  notable  sites  include  Skull  Cliffs  and  Cape  Simpson    We  urge  you  to  clean  up  these  old 
sites-  where  toxic  pollutants  have  been  left  behind  for  decades  -  before  new  pollution  sources 
are  allowed  within  the  NPRA 

The  DEIS  gives  little  infomiation  on  the  nature  and  extent  of  contamination  present  at 
each  site  it  lists,  nor  the  time  frames  for  any  on-going  cleanup  programs.   Nor  does  it  describe  the 
standards  for  cleanup  and  environmental  restoration  ofhabitats,  what  sources  of  future 
contamination  may  remain  in  the  environment  even  afier  "clean  up"  actions,  and  what  disturbance 
or  other  impacts  could  be  associated  with  cleanup  operations 
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DriUingjyastedumjjs.  The  28  USGS  wells  have  never  been  plugged  and  abandoned,  so  there 
could  be  fiiture  spills  resulting  from  these  well-heads    This  is  ostensibly  for  research'(permafi-osl 
studies  by  USGS)  but  it  is  not  explained  whether  such  research  is  indeed  ongoing,  and  what 
environmental  as,sessmcnt  was  conducted  related  to  this  situation    This  concerns  us  because  we 
have  heard  that  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  is  literally  engulfing  some  of  these  wells,  and  this  deserves 
fijrther  investigation  and  cleanup.  Furthermore,  there  was  not  a  close-out  program  conducted  for 
the  rest  of  the  hundred  or  so  wells  that  have  been  dniled  throughout  the  NPR-A  by  the  Navy 

The  cleanups  for  the  28  USGS  wells  were  incomplete  and  toxicity  criteria  or  water  quality 
parameters  were  exceeded  at  all  sites.   Past  "close  outs"  of  reserve  pit  sites  by  ELM/  USGS  and 
approved  the  Alaska  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation  were  inadequate    .All  28  old 
reserve  pit  sites  in  the  NPRA  which  have  been  "closed  out"  exceeded  the  toxicitv  criteria  or  water 
quality  standards  for  at  least  one  characteristic  (data  from  US.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  1992- 
BLM  and  USGS  1992)  j  ;  . 

Of  these  sites,  ADEC  approved  27  for  close  out,  but  required  a  5  year  monitoring  study  at 
the  East  Teshekpuk  Lake  site  -  the  one  site  that  ADEC  did  not  "close  out".  Although  the  DEIS 
■  says  that  this  monitoring  study  was  required  (DEIS,  P.IlI-A-41)  there  is  no  evidence  that  it  has 
done.  At  many  of  these  sites,  the  USGS  contractors  apparently  dumped  all  kinds  of  trash  and 
wastes  into  the  reserve  pits,  then  buried  them. 

At  East  Teshekpuk  Lake  the  reserve  pit  is  now  eroding  into  the  lake  due  to  erosion  (see 
attachment  1;  from  BLMAJSGS  1992),  exposing  this  formerly  buried  trash  and  drilling  waste  in 
cntical  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.  In  its  1992  review  of  the  reserve  pit  close  outs,  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  said,  "the  East  Teshekpuk  site  has  drill  wastes  dispersing  into  the  lake  at  this 
time.   Significant  concentrations  of  metals  and  hydrocarbons  were  reported  from  many  of  the  sites 
both  in  and  out  of  the  reserve  pits.   Simply  declaring  these  sites  closed  and  allowing  the  pit 
contents  to  disperse  is  unacceptable...   We  disagree  with  the  USGS/BLM  finding  that  risk  to 
wildlife  is  negligble"  (Sousa  1993).    riie  Alaska  Depanmem  of  Fish  &  Game  reported  "at  the  bast 
Teshekpuk  well  site,  erosion  along  the  shoreline  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  is  actively  removing 
contaminated  material  from  the  flare  pit  and  the  reserve  benn,"  (Olt  1993).   We  understand  that 
this  site  still  has  not  been  cleaned  up  despite  the  high  wildlife  values  of  the  habitat,  and  that  in 
fact,  ftinher  erosion  of  the  site  is  occuning  that  may  allow  even  greater  release  of  contaminants 
into  the  lake  and  wetlands. 

The  DEIS  is  very  misleading  where  it  says  of  the  28  USGS  wells,  "all  of  these  wells  have 
been  cleaned  of  visible  debris  and  revegetatcd."  There  is  buried  debris  that  remains  Furthermore, 
the  effectiveness  of  revegetation  at  these  sites  is  exaggerated.  As  vou  can  see  from  the  attached 
photos  (Attachments  1-3;  from  BLM  and  US  Geologial  Survey  1992)  little,  if  any.  revegetation 
had  occurred  more  than  10  years  after  drilling  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  situation  is  much 
changed  now 
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Direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts  of  air  and  water  pollution. 


This  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  consider  the  cumulative  impacts  of  onshore  and  offshore  oil 
and  gas  developmenl  in  ihis  region,  as  well  as  impacts  on  climate  change,  ozone  depletion,  and 
contaminanls 


The  DEIS  contains  no  objective  impact  assessment  criteria.  It  fails  to  provide  objective 
criteria  for  defining  the  extent,  intensity,  and  duration  of  effects  on  vegetation,  fish  and  wildlife 
habitats  and  populations,  subsistence,  and  other  resources  from  many  sources  of  toxic  pollution 
likely  to  result  from  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development.   Scientific  justification  for  the 
criteria,  as  well  as  citations  for  impact  levels,  needs  to  be  provided. 


£iBe!m.e  Spills.  Pipeline  spill  effects  are  inadequately  described.  The  DEIS  fails  to  make  it  clear 
that  alternative  pipeline  routes  are  not  considered,  and  that  even  the  leasing  alternative  with  the 
least  acreage  (Alternative  B,)  would  still  allow  pipelines  across  the  areas  that  are  not  leased. 

Pipelines  crossing  the  Tcshekpuk  Lake  area  would  be  allowed  in  all  leasing  alternatives,  even 

witliin  the  buffer  zones  around  high-use  goose-molting  habitats.  Yet  the  DEIS  fails  to  fully 
analyze  the  habitat  degradation  caused  by  pipeline  constniction  and  both  clu-onic  and  major  spills 

of  oil  and  other  petroleum  products  for  these  areas,  and  for  other  fish  and  wildlife  habitats.    In 

addition  to  the  effects  of  toxic  pollution,  sur\'eillance  for  oil  spills  by  daily  aircraft  could  be  a 

major  source  of  impact  that  was  not  analyzed,  oil  spill  response  and  cleanup  operations  would 
pose  disturbance  impacts  from  helicopter  or  aircraft  access,  and  wetland  habitats  could  be 
destroyed  by  bulldozing  and  other  cleanup  techniques  


Pipelines  arc  an  important  source  of  impacts,  contrary  to  statements  made  in  the  DEIS, 
because  they  are  the  most  common  source  of  spills  in  the  North  Slope  oil  fields:  from  ruptured 
lines,  faulty  valves  or  those  left  open,  and  a  variety  of  other  leaks  (Alaska  Department  of 
Environmental  Conservation,  Oil  spill  database  for  1996).    Mores  than  60%  of  these  were  crude 
oil  and  other  hydrocarbons.  The  DEIS  fails  to  list  spills  at  Prudhoe  Bay  from  the  most  commonly 
spilled  product,  diesel  fiael,  and  other  toxic  or  hazardous  materials,  and  fails  to  estimate  those 
types  of  spills  for  NPR-A.   Spills  of  toxic  materials  arc  of  great  concern  for  fish  habitats,  goose 
feeding  habitats,  bird  nesting  areas,  and  subsistence  use.  In  particular,  diesel  spills  are  of  concern 
as  this  substance  is  acutely  toxic  to  plant  life,  and  studies  of  diesel  spills  in  the  Arctic  have  shown 
toxic  components  in  the  soil  and  little  plant  recovery  after  decades  (Walker,  Cale,  Drown  and 
Racine.  1987).  Furthermore,  the  DEIS  fails  to  identify  potential  environmental  impacts  from 
spills  of  substances  besides  crude  oil,  including  hazardous  materials.  The  entire  oil  spill  analysis 
downplayed  the  potential  risks  of  spills. 


Air  and  water  quality    The  DEIS  provides  no  data  on  expected  mobile  or  permanent  sources  or 
concentrations  of  air  or  water  pollutants  from  NPRA  developmenl,  even  though  this  information 
is  essential  for  evaluating  potential  degradation  of  local  and  regional  habitats.  Throughout 
development  across  the  North  Slope,  air  and  water  quality  permitting,  and  analysis  of  impacts,  has 
been  done  in  a  piecemeal  basis  and  has  not  been  well  integrated  with  other  permitting  analyses. 
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This  deficiency  is  of  concern  to  us  because  there  is  new  scientific  evidence  that  air 
pollution  from  Pnidhoe  Bay  production  faciliiies  is  significant,  especially  for  methane,  nitrogen 
oxides,  sulfijr  dioxides,  and  carbon  dioxide  (laffe  et  al,  1991;  Jaffe  et  al    1995,  Brooks  et  al  1997). 

A  recent  scientific  study  found  that  air  emissions  from  Prudhoe  Bay  facilities  greatly  exceeded 
the  amounts  determined  from  models  using  fiiel  consumption  rates  (primarily  natural  gas 
disposition)    For  example.  Brooks  et  al.  (1 997)  mea.sured  levels  of  Cm  and  C02  at  rates  4-6 
times  greater  than  had  been  calculated  earlier  by  Jaffe  el  al  (1995) 


Another  recent  .study  found  mercury  and  other  trace  elements  accumulated  in  snow  in 
Prudhoe  Bay  (Synder-Conn,  et  al   1997).  Elevated  levels  were  found  downwind  of  a  Pmdhoe 
Bay  oil  field  production  facility,  ARCO's  central  gas  compression  plant  and  central  gas  facility,  the 
largest  gas-handling  facility  in  the  worid,  (aluminum,  barium,  calcium,  iron,  nickel,  and  vanadium) 
and  a  major  solid  waste  incinerator  (antimony,  cadmium,  copper  and  lead).    Although  sample 
sizes  were  small,  this  study  found  that  "the  mercury  concentration  is  also  of  particular  concern, 
since  ihe  concentration  exceeds  federal  and  state  water  quality  standards  for  the  protection  of 
aquatic  life.  The  high  correlation  of  mercury  with  aluminum,  barium,  calcium,  and  other  drilling 
fluid-related  elements  means  that  mercury  could  be  of  widespread  concern  in  the  oil  field  " 
(Snyder-Conn.  1997,  p.208)    These  cumulative  effects  to  air  quality  were  not  addressed  in  the 
DEIS,   Air  emissions  ft-om  Prudhoe  may  already  be  substantially  and  adversely  affecting  human 
health  (with  significant  increase  in  respiratory  diseases  such  as  asthma  correlated  with  deposition 
of  airborne  pollutants  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay  industrial  facifities.   This  is  a  panicular  concern  that 
was  raised  during  NPR-A  and  Alpine  oil  field  permitting  public  meetings  in  Nuiqsut,  yei  the  direct 
and  cumulative  effects  of  air  pollution  on  human  communities  or  wildlife  were  not  addressed  in 
the  DEIS  


The  DEIS  improperly  defers  discussion  on  these  impaas  by  slating  that,  "Ihe  USEPA 
issues  NPDES  permits  required  by  Ihe  CWA .  In  order  to  provide  information  for  these  permits, 
anyfultire  NEPA  document  would  describe  existing  water  quality  and  ihe  quantity  of  water 
requirements  for  the  proposed  project:  expected  poUulanis  nnd  their  concfnlralioiis:  and  Ihe 
quality  and  locations  of  wastewater  treatment  faalilies  and  discharges...  The  USEPA  also  issves 
Prevention  of  Significani  Deterioration  (PSD)  air-qiiaUty  permits  required  by  Ihe  CCA.  while  the 
ADEC  isiiies  other  atr-qiiality  permits,  .-i  future  NEPA  document  won M provide  a»  analysis  of 
meteorological  factors  and  air-qiiality  ha.teline  conditions  and  predict  impaas  lo  air  quality 
during  con.'iinwtion  and  operations  ..'•  (DEIS,  p,ll-38,)  Deferring  a  substantive  discussion  of  air 
and  water  quality  impacts  in  this  manner  represents  an  unacceptable  segmentation  of  the  .NEPA 
analysis.  Failure  to  provide  informalion  on  these  impacts  in  turn  impinges  on  the  ability  of  BLM 
and  the  public  to  make  a  reasoned  judgment  about  a  final  course  of  action  for  management  of  the 
norlheaslem  NPR-A,  Efficacy  of  risking  the  environmental  harm  for  access  to  an  unknown 
quantity  at  this  stage  does  not  give  adequate  informalion  upon  which  to  base  the  current  decision. 


Qreenhouse  gases    New  scientific  evidence  that  the  existing  North  Slope  oil  fields  are  a 
significant  source  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  has  been  ignored  and  no  analysis  of  the  cumulative 
effects  of  the  NPR-A  development-  along  with  the  existing  oil  production-  has  been  provided 
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We  are  disappointed  that  the  extremely  germane  issue  ofulobal  climate  change  was  not 
addressed  at  all  in  the  DEIS    This  issue  is  integral  to  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts  on  the 
Arctic  environment  also  to  the  determination  of  the  public  interest  regarding  how  this  action 
addresses  NTR-A's  stated  purpose  in  meeting  the  total  energy  needs  of  the  nation.   This  action  is 
connected  to  our  national  energy  policy,  how  we  meet  the  national  energy  need  over  the  long- 
term,  and  also  how  the  US.  fulfills  its  commitments  made  at  Kyoto  on  global  climate  change. 


Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  in  NPRA  would  result  in  new  sources  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  on  the  .North  Slope  (from  vehicle  use,  production  turbines,  gas  injection 
facilities,  and  other  sources)  and  also  during  consumption  of  the  resulting  petroleum  products. 

New  scientific  research  shows  that  carbon  dioxide  and  other  emissions  from  the  Pmdhoe 
Bay  oil  fields  are  a  significant  source  of  greenhouse  gases.  Measurements  taken  downwind  from 
90%  of  the  major  oil  field  production  facilities  in  Prudhoe  Bay  found  concentrations  up  to  45  ppm 
above  ambient  levels  (Brooks  et  al.  1997).  Brooks  estimated  yearly  emissions  based  on  the  direct 
measurements  taken  during  their  study  to  be  1 1 .4  million  metric  tons  (C)  year  -1 .   Brooks  et 
al  1 997  found  that  the  measured  emissions  were  four  times  greater  than  the  total  carbon  emissions 
reponed  by  the  oil  producers  for  the  same  months  as  the  time  period  measured,  and  six  times 
greater  than  the  combustion  emissions  assumed  by  Jaffe  et  al  in  J  Atmos  Chetti.  20  (1995),  213- 
227,  based  on  oil  facility  fuel  consumption  data  collected  in  1989    Brooks  et  al.  1997  concludes 
that  there  "may  exist  large  carbon  dioxide  sources  at  the  oil  fields  that  are  unrelated  to  the 
reponed  ftiel  consumption  rates  "  This  study  also  speculates  that  if  depressurization  of  water 
retneved  with  the  extracted  oil  results  in  discharge  of  dissolved  C02,  then  increasing  emissions 
will  be  expected  as  water  extraction  increases  with  aging  of  oil  fields. 

Since  there  is  evidence  that  existing  Nonh  Slope  facilities  are  a  major  source  of 
greenhouse  gas  emissions,  and  the  development  of  NPR-A  could  fiirther  increase  the  levels  this 
issue  must  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  The  cumulative  effects  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions  from 
exploration  and  development  in  NPR-A  in  combination  with  all  other  reasonably  foreseeable 
onshore  and  offshore  Alaska  Arctic  oil  development  projects  should  be  analyzed  in  the  DEIS. 


BLM's  intent  to  lease  and  develop  NPR-A  is  directly  at  odds  with  President  Clinton's  first 
steps  to  address  climate  change.  In  December  1997,  the  U.S.  signed  an  international  treaty  at 
Kyoto,  which  included  commitments  to  stabilize  greenhouse  gas  emissions  at  1990  levels 
Expanding  oil  development  into  NPRy\  counters  any  real  gain  we  make  in  the  nation  to  reduce 
our  carbon  emissions.  Climate  change  stems  from  the  exploration,  development,  production,  and 
combustion  of  fossil  fiiels  BLM  musi  acknowledge  the  vulnerability  of  the  Arctic  to  impacts  from 
climate  change  and  the  serious  impacts  already  manifesting  from  climate  change  in  the  .Arctic. 

Ironically,  the  Arctic  stands  to  lose  the  most,  not  just  once,  but  twice.  In  addition  to  the 
direct  damage  to  wilderness  and  wildlife  habitat  and  the  cumulative  etTects  of  onshore  and 
offshore  exploration  and  drilling,  the  Arctic  is  one  of  the  regions  most  vulnerable  to  climatic 
change    There  is  strong  evidence  that  suggests  that  global  warming  is  already  occurring,   for 
instance,  Alaska  Natives  have  observed  such  changes  in  the  environment  through  their  traditional 
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knowledge  of  Arctic  ecosystems,  while  university  and  government  research  reinforces  those 
observations  (Center  for  Global  Change  and  Arctic  System  Research  1997) 
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People  have  noticed  in  recent  years  a  reduction  of  pack  ice,  more  open  water  and  thinner 
ice,  which  corresponds  with  satellite  data  showing  a  decrease  of  5%  in  sea  ice  extent  in  the  Bering 
Sea  from  1978  to  1994.  Drier  summers  have  led  to  the  loss  of  important  vegetation  for  both 
humans  and  wildlife    There  has  been  more  coastal  erosion  from  increased  storm  activity,  resulting 
in  threats  to  coastal  communities    Spring  is  arriving  earlier  and  the  fall  arriving  later,  disrupting 
patterns  of  migratory  wildlife,  such  as  caribou  and  waterfowl     The  future  of  effects  of  climate 
change  are  of  grave  concern  to  human  communities  living  in  the  Arctic,  and  reducing  our 
erttissions  of  greenhouse  gases  is  also  in  the  public  interest  of  all  Americans. 


Sincerely, 

Pamela  K.  Miller 
Project  Director 
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1951-001 

Please  see  Responses  1 85 1  -002  and  1 85 1  -058. 
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1951-002 

The  stipulations  presented  in  the  lAP/EIS  are  based  on  an  extensive  review  by  Federal,  State,  and  local 
resource  experts.  The  BLM  believes  these  stipulations  are  appropiiate  to  help  protect  the  environment  by 
reducing  the  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development. 

The  cited  quotation  from  Section  IV. A. 26  that  ".  .  .restriction  on  developincnt  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
viability  of  potentially  commercial  discoveries.  .  ."  only  provides  the  reader  with  the  basis  for  certain 
resource  estimates.   It  has  nothing  lo  do  with  BLM's  plans  for  enforcement  of  stipulations  and  permit 
conditions.  Stipulations  and  permit  conditions  will  be  strictly  enforced  by  the  BLM  in  consultation  with 
Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies.  Please  also  see  Response  1  194-010. 

The  language  in  the  first  part  of  the  exception  clause,  "technically  not  feasible,"  "economically  prohibitive," 
admittedly  is  broad  and  necessarily  so.  The  prescriptions  detailed  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations 
are  based  on  best  available  information.  It  is  unrealistic  to  expect  that  the  planning  team  should  be  able  lo 
draft  a  set  of  stipulation  that  covers  the  universe  of  possible  circumstances  existing  today  or  likely  to  occur 
in  the  future.  Given  the  changes  that  have  occurred  in  oil  field  practices  over  the  last  20  years,  we  anticipate 
that  new  and  innovative  technologies  will  be  developed,  material  and  facility  designs  will  improve,  and  our 
knowledge  about  our  environment  and  specific  resources  significantly  will  increase.  In  addition  to  the  broad 
criteria  described  in  part  1  of  the  modification  provision,  part  2  requires  that  a  proposed  alternative  fully 
safisfy  the  objectives  of  the  original  stipulation.  This  two-part  exceptions  criteria  gives  BLM  the  fiexibility 
to  adapt  to  new  and  changing  conditions  yet  ensures  that  environmental  protection  objectives  will  be 
fulfilled. 

Sec  also  Reponse  1664-027. 

1951-003 

All  Preferred  Alternative  stipulations  will  be  attached  to  the  lease. 

1951-004 

The  impact  analysis  correctly  assumes  that  the  BLM  intends  to  strictly  enforce  adherence  to  all  stipulation 
and  pennit  provisions  in  the  planning  area.  The  BLM  also  intends  to  cooperate  and  work  with  other 
appropriate  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  regulatory  and  resource  agencies,  local  communities,  and  industry  to 
ensure  full  compliance  with  all  stipulations. 


The  criteria  to  grant  an  exception  or  modify  a  sfipulation  (Sec.  II.C.7,  Stipulafions)  are  listed  after  the 
preceding  introductory  paragraph.  The  criteria  require  that  the  proposed  alternative  fully  satisfy  the 
objectives  of  the  original  stipulations.  Please  also  see  Response  1 194-002.  Given  this  requireinenL  there 
are  no  additional  categories  of  potential  impacts  left  unanswered  by  the  EIS. 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  4  addresses  specific  concerns  regarding  Alternatives  A  through  E 
Stipulation  13b.  The  stipulation  requires  injection  of  all  puinpable  solid,  liquid,  and  sludge  waste,  including 
muds  and  cuttings.  Furthermore,  the  stipulation  includes  flexibility  for  on-pad  storage  of  muds  and  cuttings 
as  necessary  to  facilitate  annular  injection  and  or  backhaul  operations. 

Injection  of  muds  and  cuttings  and  disposal  of  hazardous  wastes  are  regulated  by  Federal  and  State  laws. 
Site-specific  disposal  permits  will  be  required  and  issued  by  the  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regulatory 
agencies.  Permits  applicable  to  oil  and  gas  operations  are  listed  in  Table  IIP.  1 . 

1951-005 

Alternatives  A  through  E  Stipulation  2  requires  that  the  incineration  of  all  solids  and  sludge  be  carried  out  in 
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accordance  with  USEPA,  Stale  of  Alaska  DEC,  and  the  OSHA  regulations  and  procedures.  This  includes 
meeting  established  air-quality  standards  in  the  disposal  of  any  solid  waste  produced  during  incineration. 
Any  hazardous  wastes  that  might  be  produced  will  be  reduced,  handled,  treated,  and/or  removed  in 
accordance  with  existing  regulations  and  procedures  (see  Alternatives  A  through  E  Stipulations  I,  3,  4,  and 

5). 

1951-006 

Please  see  Responses  1669-025,  1671-008,  and  1799-001. 

The  statement  in  Section  111. A.  I  .g.  Hazardous  Materials,  "solid  waste  landfills  have  been  associated  with 
virtually  all  of  the  drilling  sites"  is  incorrect  and  has  been  changed.  The  statement  is  accurate  only  in 
reference  to  long-terin  DOD  sites. 

Two  DOD  sites  within  the  planning  area  have  been  put  on  a  cleanup  schedule  by  the  U.S.  Army  COE. 
Cleanup  begins  in  1998  at  the  Kogru  DEW  line  site  with  the  removal  of  SOO-t-  bags  of  contaminated 
material,  and  the  demolition  of  the  remaining  warehouses  and  composite  buildings.  The  500-1-  bags  will  be 
removed  during  the  winter  1998-99  overland  move  season.  Site  restoration  will  include  the  placement  of 
soil  berms  around  the  concrete  foundations  of  the  buildings  and  revegetalion  of  the  gravel  pad.  The 
contractor  in  charge  of  operations  at  the  Kogru  DEW  line  site  will  excavate  200  cubic  yards  of  PCB  and 
petroleum-contaminated  soils  from  Umiat  (State  land).  The  Umial  project  should  be  completed  by  July 
1998.  The  Cape  Simpson  DEW  line  site  is  outside  the  planning  area  and  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  North 
Slope  Borough.  During  1998,  the  same  contractor  working  at  Kogru  and  Umiat  will  remove  buildings, 
petroleum-contaminated  soils,  and  other  debris  by  barge. 

The  Lonely  DEW  line  site  still  is  a  military  site  (not  a  "foriner"military  site).  The  site  is  managed  by  the 
U.S.  Air  Force  under  a  right-of-way  agreement  with  BLM.  The  Air  Force  is  responsible  for  identifying  and 
removing  any  on-site  contamination.  This  same  rule  applies  to  all  active  military  and  formedy  used  defense 
sites. 

All  oil  and  gas  exploration-related  reserve  pits  have  been  tested.  The  data  are  available  in  the  USGS  Water 
Resources  Division  Report  Environmental  Sliilus  of  28  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  Areas  of  Operation  in  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska,  December  1992.  The  ADEC  has  accepted  closure  on  all  but  two  of 
these  sites.  The  USDOD-related  sites  are  being  inventoried  by  the  COE.  The  BLM  is  working  with  USGS  to 
resolve  outstanding  waste  and  well  condition  issues. 

Section  llI.A.l,f(l)(c)  clarifies  the  current  status  of  the  28  USGS  exploratory  wells  that  have  deep 
permanent  plugs  generally  at  about  2,000  ft.  All  zones  of  pelroleum  fluids  pressure  are  isolated  from  the 
surface  environment  by  the  plugs.  All  of  the  USGS  wells  have  Christmas  tree  valve  (abandonment  head) 
assemblies  at  the  surface.  This  allows  a  small  valve  to  be  opened  for  temperature  measurement.  The 
research  is  being  used  to  detect  climate  changes  that  might  affect  pemiafrost.  The  ongoing  research  is 
related  to  measuring  the  earth's  temperature.  The  environmental  assessments  for  the  sites  allowed  for  this 
approach  to  closure. 

The  East  Teshekpuk  reserve  pit  is  the  only  known  site  where  trash  was  buried  in  the  pit.  Beginning  in  about 
1989,  erosion  accelerated  and  the  pit,  including  trash  (garbage,  paper,  cloth,  and  metal),  began  washing  into 
the  lake.  East  Teshekpuk  is  one  of  two  sites  where  the  ADEC  did  not  accept  closure  and  requested  that  the 
USGS  and  the  BLM  develop  a  plan  for  the  site.  The  commenter's  use  of  "drill  wastes"  is  not  accurate.  Well 
site  Areas  of  Operation  are  under  the  purview  of  the  USGS.  The  BLM  is  working  with  the  USGS  to  fulfill 
the  ADEC  request.  The  BLM  is  unwilling  to  accept  the  well  sites  back  until  ADEC  has  approved  closure. 
The  commenter's  statement  that  USGS  contractors  may  have  "dumped  all  kinds  of  wastes  in  to  the  reserve 
pits"  is  inconsistent  with  the  work  the  BLM  has  seen  done. 

The  slatemenl  in  the  EIS  that  "all  of  these  wells  (28  USGS  exploratory  wells)  have  been  cleaned  of  visible 


debris  and  revegetated"  was  not  intended  to  be  misleading.  The  text  has  been  changed. 

Small  amounts  of  debris  still  may  be  buried  at  the  sites.  However,  no  "dumps"  or  large  quantities  of  debris 
are  at  the  sites.  The  BLM  never  maintained  the  belief  that  a  compacted  gravel  pad  would  become  fully 
revegetated.  An  active  cleanup  and  revegetalion  program  on  the  28  well  sites  was  made  by  the  USGS  and  its 
contractors.  Revegetalion  occurred  where  it  could  logically  occur.  Natural  processes  continue  to  take  over 
from  the  human-engineered  processes;  revegetalion  is  different  at  each  location  or  site.  True  to  the  research 
by  USGS  and  the  exploration  program,  each  year  the  well  sites  took  on  differing  designs.  For  example,  the 
shallower  wells  required  smaller  drilling  rigs  and  smaller  camps,  therefore,  covering  a  smaller  footprint 
They  completed  the  work  in  less  time,  allowing  for  a  single  season  of  drilling  operations.  The  deeper  wells, 
requiring  longer  drilling  periods,  had  larger  drilling  rigs  with  larger  camps  with  a  correspondingly  larger 
footprint  and  longer  life.  Wells  drilled  during  winter  and  summer  seasons  required  gravel  work  pads  and 
gravel  airstrips.  Today,  well  sites  normally  are  drilled  in  a  single  season  without  reserve  pits  and,  like  most 
of  the  NPR-A  wells,  use  single-season  ice  airstrips. 

The  BLM  has  found  gravel  runways  helpful  to  the  continuing  management  of  the  NPR-A  and  continues  to 
base  resource  management  activities  on  them.  The  BLM  is  working  to  establish  a  program  of  continuing 
research  in  the  NPR-A.  Two  of  those  researchers — Gary  Clow,  USGS,  who  is  involved  in  the  well  site 
temperature  program,  and  Jay  McKendrick,  Palmer  Research  Center,  who  is  studying  revegetalion  on  the 
well  sites. 

1951-007 

Please  see  Response  1 85 1  -025  regarding  the  concern  about  the  adequacy  of  the  description  of  the 
cumulative-case  impacts.  Concerns  about  changes  to  the  climate  and  atmosphere  changes  are  addressed  in 
Section  111.  A. 4.  Contaminants  cover  a  broad  range  of  substances,  and  oil  is  considered  the  most  likely 
contaminant  to  be  spilled.  The  effects  of  oil  spills  are  analyzed  in  Sections  IV. B  through  H  for  the  physical, 
biological,  and  sociocultural  resources  (in  and  adjacent  to  the  planning  area)  that  might  be  affected. 

1951-008 

The  environmental  consequences  of  all  alternatives  on  each  resource  have  been  assessed  using  available 
scientific  studies.  The  extent  and  precision  of  information  on  impacts  varies  among  resources  on  the  North 
Slope.  Consequently,  the  BLM  is  able  to  provide  relatively  precise  assessments  of  possible  impacts  on  some 
resources  and,  in  other  cases,  BLM  has  to  rely  on  professional  judgment.  The  impact  assessment  benefitted 
from  peer  review  from  outside  the  BLM  and  the  MMS  before  issuing  the  draft  lAP/ElS.  Also,  the  final 
lAP/ElS  will  benefit  from  comments  submitted  on  the  draft  L\P/EIS. 

1951-009 

Pipeline  construction  techniques  (Sec.  IV.A.l.b(6)(d))  have  been  developed  to  reduce  the  impacts  on  the 
environment.  See  also  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  .38.  The  techniques  include  routing  pipelines  to 
avoid  lakes,  installing  pipelines  on  vertical  support  members  (VSM's),  and  performing  construction  in 
winter  to  avoid  damaging  the  tundra.  The  effects  of  pipeline  construction  and  operations  on  vegetation, 
soils,  and  fish  and  wildlife  resources  are  discussed  in  Section  fV.C  of  the  EIS.  The  effects  of  small  chronic 
oil  spills  and  large  spills  on  these  resources  are  discussed  in  Sections  IV. C  and  M. 

See  also  Responses  1660-085  through  088. 

1951-010 

Please  see  Response  1664-014. 

1951-011 

The  effects  of  spills  on  vegetation,  water  quality  and  resources,  and  soils  are  analyzed  in  Section  IV. C  of  the 
lAP/ElS;  these  resources  are  all  components  of  wetland  habitats.  These  analyses  are  based  on  crude  oil 
spills  as  estimated  in  Section  IV.  A.2.a  ( 1 )  of  the  EIS.  These  estimates  indicate  99  percent  of  all  spills  are 


V-395 


<25  bbl  in  size  and  55  percent  of  all  spills  are  <5  gallons.  Also,  65  to  80  percent  of  all  spills  occur  on  pads 
and  have  no  effect  on  the  environment.  Spills  in  the  winter,  when  the  wetlands  are  frozen,  are  not  likely  to 
affect  the  environment.  Therefore,  most  spills  are  not  likely  to  result  in  heavy  equipment  use-related  damage 
to  the  environment.  Effects  of  a  large  oil  spill  on  vegetation,  water  quality  and  resources,  and  soils  are 
analyzed  in  Section  IV. M  of  the  EIS.  The  chance  of  a  large  spill  is  low  and  two  scenarios  have  been 
hypothesized;  a  well  blowout  of  34,000  bbl  and  a  pipeline  rupture  of  2,800  bbl. 

1951-012 

We  recognize  that  pipeline  spills  are  a  source  of  impacts.  A  quantitative  oil-spill  analysis  of  pipeline  spills 
was  not  possible  because  of  ADEC's  database  structure.  A  small  qualitative  discussion  indicating  actual 
was  included  where  pipeline  spills  were  actually  indicated  in  the  database.  This  was  not  meant  to  imply  that 
these  were  the  only  pipeline  spills  on  record.  We  assumed  the  estimated  number  of  spills  could  occur  from 
platforms,  pipelines  or  flowlines.  Refined  oil  includes  aviation  fuel,  diesel  fuel,  engine  lube,  fuel  oil, 
gasoline,  grease,  hydrauhc  oil,  transformer  oil,  and  transmission  oil.  Refined  oil  spills  are  addressed  in 
Section  lV.A.2.b  and  Table  tV.A.2-6. 

A  reasonable  and  forseeable  criteria  is  used  to  estimate  oil  spills.  The  pattern  of  past  oil  spills  is  used  and 
applied  to  what  is  reasonable  and  forseeable  in  the  future.  The  MMS  typically  uses  the  mean  spill  size  as  an 
indicator  of  reasonable  and  forseeable.  However,  in  the  case  of  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  the  mean  spill 
size  was  less  than  half  a  barrel.  Instead  of  the  mean  spill  size,  the  average  spill  size  of  4  bbl  was  used  to 
approximate  the  effect  of  spills  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska. 

Wherever  the  original  database  base  structure  provides  for  rigorous  statistical  analysis,  a  quantitative  oil- 
spill  analysis  is  performed.  Alaska  North  Slope  oil-spill  rates  are  estimated  without  regard  to  differentiating 
operation  processes.  The  ADEC  database  base  structure  does  not  facilitate  quantitative  analysis  of  Alaska 
North  Slope  oil-spill  rates  for  platforms,  pipelines,  or  flowlines.  When  a  quantitative  oil-spill  analysis  is  not 
possible,  the  patterns  of  oil  spills  are  qualitatively  based  on  information  from  the  ADEC  database. 

1951-013 

Please  see  Response  1851-019. 


The  BLM  believes  that  it  is  unlikely  that  operations  in  the  NPR-A  significantly  will  alter  changes  currently 
projected  to  occur  in  the  earth's  atmosphere.  Likewise,  BLM  believes  that  because  of  the  limited  scope  and 
time  of  any  operation,  a  change  in  climate  would  have  only  minor  effects  on  operations.  In  Sections 
Ill.A.4.a.Cl)  and  IIl.A.4.a-(3),  the  earth's  climate  appears  to  have  been  highly  variable  in  the  past,  especially 
in  northern  areas.  However,  other  climatic  infiuences  may  diminish  or  augment  the  greenhouse  effect  during 
the  time  of  the  proposed  management  actions.  Should  the  climate  change  at  a  more  rapid  rate  than  cuiTcntly 
anticipated,  warmer  or  thawing  permafrost  may  become  a  concern,  and  engineering  and  design  plans  would 
be  modified.   If  so,  operational  changes  might  be  required  to  ensure  that  environmental  disturbance  is  kept 
to  a  minimum. 

Development  of  a  major  oil  field  within  the  NPR-A  would  produce  and  release  into  the  atmosphere  a  certain 
amount  of  CO2,  methane,  and  perhaps  other  greenhouse  gases.  The  amount  released  is  not  expected  to  be 
greater  than  similar-sized  oil  and  gas  operations  in  other  parts  of  the  world.  If  oil  and  gas  (Sec.  lll.A.4.b.(  I )) 
are  not  available  from  the  study  area,  additional  resources  likely  will  be  found  and  developed  elsewhere. 
The  ultimate  effects  on  the  earth's  global  atmosphere  will  be  similar.  Local  environmental  effects  of  the 
release  of  any  greenhouse  gases  are  expected  to  be  minimal  and  of  short-term  duration. 

The  BLM  supports  efforts  to  stabilize  and  reduce  greenhouse-gas  emissions.  The  BLM  also  recognizes  the 
need  and  the  efforts  to  develop  renewable  alternative  sources  of  energy  to  replace  fossil  fuels.  However,  the 
technology  is  not  developed  to  the  extent  necessary  to  significantly  reduce  the  current  use  of  fossil  fuels.  Oil 
and  gas  resources  currently  provide  a  better  source  of  energy  (in  terms  of  greenhouse-gas  emissions)  than  do 
some  resources,  such  as  coal.  Gas  is  better  than  oil  in  this  sense.  The  technology  for  liquefying  this 
resource  and  making  it  more  transportable  is  making  significant  progress.  Ultimately,  economics  will  play  a 
large  role  in  whether  fossil-fuel  resources  will  be  developed  in  the  NPR-A.   If  advances  in  renewable  energy 
resources  occur,  it  might  not  be  economical  to  develop  these  resources. 

However,  our  Nation  must  continue  to  balance  the  impacts  of  fossil-fuel  development  with  the  impacts  of 
other  resource  development.  For  instance,  damming  rivers  and  developing  hydropower  can  have  significant 
impacts  on  the  biological  productivity  of  our  aquatic  ecosystems.  Such  impacts  must  be  balanced  against 
the  impacts  of  fossil-fuel  development  in  planning  our  Nation's  energy  future. 


1951-014 

The  BLM  believes  that  there  are  questions  relating  to  the  amount  of  CO2,  methane  and  other  greenhouse 
gases  that  originate  from  oil  and  gas  development.  The  BLM  will  carefully  consider  such  information  in 
permitting  the  development  of  newly-discovered  resources  in  the  NPR-A.  Furthermore,  BLM  will  require,  to 
the  extent  feasible,  that  the  latest  scientific  information  be  considered,  and  the  most  recent  technology  be 
used  to  minimize  emissions  and  reduce  the  contribution  of  such  gases  to  the  global  atmosphere.  Please  see 
Section  4.b.l  in  the  final  lAP/EIS.  Also,  please  see  Responses  1951-017  and  1851-029. 


1951-018 

Please  see  Response  1851-014. 

1951-019 

Please  see  Response  1 95 1  -0 1 7 . 


1951-015 

The  quote  from  Snyder-Conn  et  al.  (1997)  is  taken  out  of  context.  The  statement  continues:  "However,  our 
mercury  results  were  based  on  a  single  sample  at  each  site;  additional  sampling  is  needed  before  any 
conclusions  are  drawn."  The  findings  of  Snyder-Conn  et  al.  (1997)  of  elevated  trace  metals  in  snowpack 
near  Prudhoe  Bay  are  included  in  the  cumulative  impacts  (Sec.  fV.H.4). 

1951-016 

No  attempt  is  implied  to  defer  discussion  of  air-  or  water-quality  impacts.  Additional  impact  analyses 
required  for  site-specific  activities,  such  as  exploratory  drilling  and  oil  field  development,  are  described  in 
Section  1I.F.5  and  Table  11-F-l. 

1951-017 

Global  change  is  addressed  in  Section  II1.A.4. 
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10  March  1998 


NPR-A  Planning  Team 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Alaska  State  OlTiee 
222  West  7'-*  Avenue,  U  1 3 
Anchorage  Alaska  99513-7599 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 


1  have  been  followiiig  political  and  bureaucratic  discussions  as  they  relate  to  the 
development  and  use  of  the  Arctic  Slope  of  Alaska.  1  am  concerned  that  decisions  makers  may 
lose  sight  of  the  long  term  value  of  that  region  to  satisfy-  short  term  goals.  Therefore  I  am  writing 
this  letter. 

I  have  personally  done  research  on  the  North  Slope,  primarily  on  the  Colville  River  and  its 
tributaries  with  my  first  visit  there  in  1 964.  My  longest  tenure  there  was  for  four  and  a  half 
consecutive  months.  My  initial  exposure  to  thai  area,  other  than  tlirough  the  literature,  was  as  a 
researcher  for  the  University  of  Alaska  while  a  graduate  student.  During  thai  first  year  however,  I 
was  fortunate  to  travel  in  helicopter  with  several  geological  panics  as  they  went  about  the  work 
of  measuring  and  sampling  cliffs  along  die  Colville  drainage.    I  have  repeated  such  travels  over 
the  years,  but  not  with  geologists,  and  feel  that  I  know  the  North  Slope  rather  intimately  widi  my 
last  tiip  there  in  about  1992. 

1  currently  as  a  Professor  of  Zoology  with  a  Ph.D.  in  Zoology.  I  did  graduate  work  at  the 
University  of  Alaska  and  University  of  Utah.  I  was  an  instructor  and  curator  of  birds  at  the 
University  of  Kansas  in  1975  and  was  a  research  fellow  and  instructor  at  Cornell  University  from 
1 968-1 970.  1  was  recruited  for  a  temporary  one  year  position  willi  the  Environmental  Research 
and  Development  Administration  (ERDA)  (currently  Department  of  Energy)  in  1975,  during  the 
midsl  of  arctic  oil  development,  because  of  my  knowledge  of  that  region.  My  focus  of  research  is 
with  birds  of  prey  and  that  region  offers  one  of  the  ivorlds  prime  concentrations  of  predatory 
birds.  1  well  remember  my  first  readings  about  the  incredible  concentrations  of  Ihem  in  tlie  Philip 
Smith  and  J.B.  Mcrtic,  Jr.  1930.  Geology  and  Mineral  Resources  of  North-western  Alaska. 
USOS  Bull  815.  Nothing  has  changed  my  perception  over  what  I  gained  from  them  through  the 
years.    Ihe  Colville  River  drainage  serves  as  a  core  focal  region  for  most  of  Alaska's  tundra 
peregrine  falcons  (hako  peregrinux  tundriiis).  a  subspecies  dial  ranges  throughout  Ihe  tundra 
eastwaid  lo  Greenland.  1  described  and  named  lliat  subspecies  in  1968  (see  Auk  85:179-191, 
1968). 


There  are  several  points  I  will  make  that  I  think  are  imperative: 

1.  It  is  very  important  thai  wildlife  be  guarded  from  disturbance  and  that  no  oil  leasing 
should  be  allowed  within  the  Colville  Passerine,  Raptor,  and  Moose  LUEA  as  has  been 
proposed  in  one  Alternative,  I  think  it  is  Alterative  B. 

2,  That  area  mentioned  above  should  be  expanded  some  3-4  miles  in  width  and  no  leasing 
should  be  permitted  within  that  expanded  region  cither,  


001 


A  long  term  management  plan  for  the  entire  Colville  River  Special  Area,  if  not  the  entire 
Colville  watershed,  should  be  developed  before  leasing  is  allowed.  This  should  be  done 
by  a  group  of  persons  knowledgeable  with  raptors  rather  than  a  conmiiltee  assigned  from 
within  the  Bureau, 


The  Colville  watershed  has  at  least  two  very  important  rivers  thai  enter  from  the  coastal 
plain  side  of  the  Colville  rather  than  the  Brooks  Range,  the  Kogosukruk  and  Kikiakrorak 
Rivers,  that  should  also  be  included  within  die  Special  .Ajca. 


002 


003 


5 .  There  should  be  lengthy  discussions  about  designating  the  Colville  and  adjacent  regions 

(namely  Utokok  Uplands,  Collville  River  and  Teshekpuk  Lake)  as  a  Wildlife  Refuge  or 
given  other  special  designation  prior  to  any  leasing. 

My  biggest  concern  is  that  knowledge  rather  than  short  term  economics  drive  the  decisions  that 
are  made.  I  would  more  that  willing  to  assist  in  thai  task  in  any  manner  that  1  can. 


Sincerely  yours 

Clayton  M.  While,  Ph.D. 
Professor  of  Zoology  and 
C'urator  of  Omitliology 
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1982-001 

This  comment  was  factored  into  decisions  regarding  tlie  Colville  River  and  its  tributaries  in  the  Colville 

River  Raptor,  Passerine,  and  Moose  Habitat  LUEA.  The  Preferred  Alternative  allows  leasing  in  the  area,  but 

prohibits  neariy  all  surface  occupancy  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  within  1  mi  of  the  bluffs  or 

banks  of  this  area.  It  also  includes  a  special  consultative  provision  for  an  area  2  mi  around  these  bluffs,  a 

provision  to  recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  expand  the  Colville  River  Special  Area  to 

encompass  areas  approximately  4  mi  wide  along  tributaries  significant  for  raptor  habitat,  and  a  provision  to 

develop  a  Colville  River  Management  Plan  to  address  inultiple  surface  resource  concerns,  including 

protection  of  raptor  habitat.  Finally,  (he  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  working  with  other  landowners  This  Side  Blank 

to  create  a  Bird  Conservation  Area. 

1982-002 

The  Preferred  Alternative  calls  for  a  Colville  River  Management  Plan  for  the  Special  Area,  including  some 
areas  proposed  to  be  added  to  the  Special  Area  largely  because  of  their  value  for  raptor  habitat.  In  addition, 
we  intend  to  conduct  a  raptor  workshop  to  review  the  scientific  literature  on  disturbance  to  raptors  and  to 
identify  potential  additional  mitigation  measures  preliminary  to  developing  the  plan.  The  participants  in  the 
workshop  as  well  as  in  the  Colville  River  Management  Plan  team  will  extend  beyond  BLM  personnel. 

1982-003 

The  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  adding  portions  of  the  Kikiakrorak  River,  the  Kogosukruk  River,  and 
tributaries  of  the  Kogosukruk  important  for  raptor  habitat  to  the  Colville  River  Special  Area. 
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From:  Michael  Williams  <mwil liarasochugach-ak . com> 

To:  Gene  Terland  (E-mail)  <gterland®ak .blm. gov> 

Date:  Thu,  Mar  12,  1998   3:59  pm 

Subject:  Northeast  National  Petroeum  Reserve  -Alaska/Draft  EIS 

This  message  is  in  MIME  format.  Since  your  mail  reader  does  not 
understand  this  format,  some  or  all  of  this  message  may  not  be 
legible. 

. =_NeXtPart_001_01BD4DCF.D9F541EO 

Content-Type:  text/plain 

Dear  Mr.  Terland 

Chugach  Alaska  Corporation  Supports  Option  E  of  the  draft  EIS  to 
allow  unrestricted  leasing  of  high  potential  oil  areas  in  the 
National 

Petro'.  eum  Reserve  Alaska.    Wc  oppose  creation  of  any  special 
set -aside  areas  tor  protection  in  advance  of  even  prelininary 
exploration.    We  support  appropriate  environmental  mitigation 
measures  a.s  identified  by  scientific  studies  of  areas  identified 
to  have  oil  or  gas  development  potential.    We  also  encourage  3LM 
to  proceed  with  lease  sales  in  the  summer  of  1998 

yours  truly 


Michael  F.  G.  Williams 
Vice  President 


From:  Linda  Mtiore  <Linda@af  ognak  .  com> 

To:  ilr.akcso.  ilmakdsl  (gterland) 

Date:  Thu,  Mar  12,  1998   8:42  am 

Subject:  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Alaska 

3/12/98 

To:  Gene  Terland,   BLM 

From:   Jim  Carmichael   { j ecarmic=40ptialaska . not) 
Marketing  Director 
Afognak  Native  Corporation,  Kodiak,  AK  99615 


RE: 


National  Petroleum  Reserve  *  Alaska  (NPR-A) 


We  would  like  to  voice  our  support   for  Alternative  E  which  will 
allow  =  leasing  of  all  BLM  lands  under  consideration  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  = 
Impact  Statement . 

We  feel  that  Alternative  E  is  the  best  option  in  the  DEIS  as  it 
reflects  = 

Congress=27s  principal  objective  which  was  to  promote  development 
of  the  =  petroleum  resources.   Full  leasing  of  the  area   will  add 
some  measure  of  =  certainty  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  investors 
which  would  mean  significan=  t  potentials  of  revenue  to  the  State 
and  jobs  for  Alaskans.   The  operationa=  1  guidelines  in  these 
stipulations  adequately  protect  the   fish  and  =  wildlife  and 
their  habitat  while  allowing  for  oil  and  gas  development.    = 
Alaska  has  worked  hard  to  maintain  a  balance  between  development 
and  =  preservation  and  Alaskans  support  oil  and  gas  development 
which  they  feel  -  have  had  positive  benefits  to  their  State  and 
co.Tur.uni ties  . 


We  do  not  support  the  creation  of  new  =22Special  Areas=22  in 
Alternative  = 

E.   We  believe  environmcntaliy  safe  development  is  possible  in 
almost  any  =  location  . 

We  encourage  BLK  to  move  forward  with  a  lease  sale  in  1996,  as 
Ala3ka=27s  =  economy  may  rely  totally  on  new  discoveries  of  oil 
and  in  gas  in  the  very  =  near  future.   The  re -leasing  of  this 
area  should  not  preclude  oil  and  gas  =  development  on  the  Coastal 
Plain  of  ANWR. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 
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J|l^  Alaska  Management  Consiiltants 


March  5,  1998 


Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 
March  5,  1998 
Page  2 


Mr.  Bnice  Babbitt,  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
United  States  Government 
c/o  Ms.  Deborah  Williams 
Special  Assistant  -  Alaska 
1689  C  Street 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 
271-5485 
271-4102  Fax 


Dear  Secretary  Babbitt, 


111. 


IV. 


This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  Northeast  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska  (NPR-A)  Draft 
Integrated  Activity  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  4.6  million  acres  of  public  lands. 

1  recommend  that  no  lands  be  used  for  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the 
NPR-A  area.  This  recommendation  is  based  on  information  within  the  F.l.S.  that  demonstrates 
that  activity  could  be  detrimental  to  marine  mammals,  specifically  polar  bears.  The 
recommendation  is  also  based  on  legal  precedents  including  the  Marine  Mammal  ProtecUon  Act 
of  1972  and  the  International  Agreement  on  the  Conservation  of  Polar  Bears,  the  paucity  of 
current  scientific  studies  in  the  E.l.S.  and  the  lack  of  ecosystem  analysis  in  the  E.l.S. 

A. EFFECTS  OF  OH.   AND  r.AS  fxpt.QRATION   AND   DRVKI.OPMENT  ON 

MARINB  MAMMALS  ACrOBniNG  TO  THR  DRAFT  K  I  S 

'•  Effect!?  of  noise  and  dismrhance  on  marine  mammals 

Noise  associated  with  oil  and  gas  activities  would  be  a  main  source  of 
disturbance  to  polar  bears.  One  primary  source  of  noise  and 
disturbance  would  come  from  the  air  traffic  along  the  coast. 
Helicopters  would  certainly  disturb  polar  bears  along  their  coastal 
habitaLs. 

"  Effects  of  seismic  aciiviiip-;  pn  marine  mammals 

Seismic  surveys  conducted  near  the  coast  could  expose  polar  bears  to 
seismic  acdvily.    This  activity  could  lead  to  the  death  of  polar  bears, 

Karen  Christine  Cameron,  President  •  (907)  248-8421  ■  Fax  (907)  277-8007 
Suite  #450  •  3705  Arctic  Blvd.  •  Anchorage,  Alaska  99503-5774 


the  displacement  of  maternal  polar  bears  and  their  cubs,  could  lead  to 
the  abandonment  of  their  den  sites  and  the  loss  of  a  number  of  cubs. 

Effects  of  oil  pollution  on  marine  mammalx- 

Some  of  the  crxide  and  fuel  oil  spills  a.ssociated  wiUi  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  activities  which  have  been  assumed  to 
occur  may  reach  the  marine  environment  and  can  potentially  effect 
marine  mammals. 

Effects  of  oil  and  fas  exploration  and  development  camps  on  maring 
mammals 

Camps  may  attract  bears  and  this  could  result  in  the  shooting  of  bears 
that  learn  to  associate  humans  with  food  sources. 

Effects  of  oil  and  gas  activities  on  Marine  mammal  -  polar  bear  -  dens. 

Pregnant  and  lactating  females  and  newborn  cubs  occupy  winter  dens 
for  extended  periods.  Pregnant  females  come  to  coastal  areas  in  late 
October  or  early  November  to  construct  maternity  dens.  Some  dens 
have  been  located  over  100  miles  inland  in  Canada.  Offspring  are  bom 
from  early  December  to  late  January.  Females  and  cubs  emerge  from 
dens  in  late  March  or  early  April.  Because  die  locations  of  dens  vary 
from  year  to  year,  it  is  possible  that  dens  could  be  disturbed  by 
overland  moves,  traffic,  noise,  exploration  and  development  operations. 
This  could  result  in  the  loss  of  polar  bears  and  polar  bear  cubs. 
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Oil  and  Gas  exploration  and  development  activity  could  be  detrimental  to  marine  mammals, 
specifically  polar  bears,  widiin  NPR-A. 

Jl RECOMMENDATION?} 

1.  That  adherence  to  the  Marine  Mammals  Protection  Act  of  1972  be  ensured.       004 


II. 


001 


That  decisions  regarding  NPR-A  be  in  conformance  with  the  International 
Agreement  on  the  Conservation  of  Polar  Bears  of  1976,  Canada,  Denmark, 
Norway  and  the  United  States,  regarding  the  protection  of  habitat  components 
such  as  denning,  feeding  sites,  and  migration  patterns. 


V-400 


Secretary  Bruce  Babbitt 
March  5,  1998 
Page  3 


III. 


IV. 


VI. 


VII. 


Secretary  Brace  Babbitt 
March  5,  1998 
Page  4 


That  NPR-A  plans  adhere  to  the  intent  of  the  Bilateral  Agreements  between  the 
United  States  and  Russia  regarding  the  conservation  of  polar  bears  in  the 
Chukchi  and  Bering  Seas. 


004 


VIII. 


That  exact  mitigation  measures  be  specified,  have  the  force  of  law,  be 
monitored,  enforced,  and  upheld  with  stringent  penalties,  and  periodically 
evaluated  to  protect  the  ecology  of  the  area  for  marine  mammals. 


009 


That  the  conservation  oriented   "stipulations"  contained  in  the  E.l.S.   be 
implemented,  whether  or  not  there  is  oil  or  gas  exploration  or  development. 


That  a  review  of  scientific  literature  be  conducted  and  utilized  for  the 
development  of  allenmtives  which  should  be  based  on  current  scientific 
information.  Much  of  the  scientific  literature  cited  in  (he  report  is  outdated. 
Regarding  marine  mammals,  old  articles  are  cited  such  as  Kolenosky,  1983; 
Jonkel,  1972;  Amstrup,  1983,  etc.  There  are  references  listed  in  the  text,  suci 
as  "Harington,  1968"  that  are  not  cited  in  the  index.  The  science  of  marine 
mammals  has  changed  con.siderably  in  the  past  fifteen/twenty  years.  This 
geographic  area  deserves  to  be  analyzed  with  current  data. 


Irr- 


005 


That  the  ELS.  approach  be  holistic.  For  example,  rather  than  having  the 
analysis  divided  into  "Noise,  Seismic,  Pollution"  areas  it  could  address  an 
analysis  of  the  geographic  area  as  an  ecosystem.  It  is  estimated  that  there  are 
between  1,300  to  2,500  polar  bears  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  area,  however 
migration  patterns  and  corridors  are  not  addressed  in  this  E.l.S.  The  E.l.S. 
does  not  appear  to  focus  on  habitat  feeding  sites,  nor  natural  systems  which  are 
well  documented,  nor  does  it  address  the  value  of  sustainability. 


That  greater  precision  in  language,  logic,  and  data  be  utilized  in  the  E.l.S. 
For  example  there  are  scientifically  and  pragmatically  unsupported  statements 
and  claims  in  certain  sections  of  the  E.l.S.  which  are  then  referred  to  and 
quoted  repeatedly  throughout  the  report  to  substantiate  new  unfounded 
statements.  A  specific  example  is;  "Small  on-shore  crude  and  liiel  oil  spills 
associated  with  Alternative  C  are  not  expected  to  reach  the  marine  environment 
and  affect  marine  mammals."  This  is  not  substantiated  and  yet  it  is  quoted  in 
fiiture  portions  of  the  report.  If  one  does  not  refer  back  to  earlier 
unsubstantiated  conclusions,  one  might  assume  that  newer  conclusions  are 
accurate,  when  they  may  not  be. 
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Until  there  is  a  comprehensive  search  of  current  scientific  studies,  an  analysis  of  systemic  and 
cumulative  effects  and  a  willingness  to  adhere  to  existing  legal  precedents,  no  lands  should  be 
made  available  for  oil  and  gas  exploraUon  and  development  in  NPR-A. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  matters. 


Best  regards. 


Karen  C.  Cameron 

cc;       Tom  Allen,  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Stale  of  Alaska 

222  West  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  Alaska  99513 

271-5076 

271-4596  Fax 
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2001-001 

The  number  of  polar  bear  dens,  females,  and  cubs  disturbed,  displaced,  and/or  killed  due  to  seismic  surveys 
conducted  near  the  coast  would  be  few,  and  seismic  activities  would  be  prohibited  near  known  bear  den  sites 
(see  Sec.  rV.B.9.b,  Marine  Mammal,  and  Alternative  A  through  E  Stipulation  20a). 

See  also  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  24a. 

2001-002 

Under  current  regulations,  and  lease  stipulations,  industry  camps  are  required  to  properly  dispose  of  food 
wastes,  so  that  attraction  of  bears  will  not  occur.  However,  a  few  bears  may  be  attracted  to  camps  because 
of  food  odors.  These  bears  may  have  to  be  killed  or  removed  from  the  area,  but  the  number  of  bears  lost  is 
expected  to  be  small  and  not  affect  the  population. 

2001-003 

Although  polar  bear  dens  located  in  Canada  have  been  located  far  inland,  all  recorded  polar  bear  dens  in 
Alaska  were  located  within  25  mi  of  the  coast  or  offshore  of  the  coast.  Overland  moves  near  the  coast  could 
disturb  denning  polar  bears,  but  the  number  affected  would  be  small  (see  Responses  2001-001  and  2001- 
002). 


2001-009 

Because  proposed  NPR-A  development  would  involve  almost  exclusively  onland  activities,  most  threats  to 
marine  mammals,  including  polar  bears,  are  very  remote  or  nil.  Potential  lessees  (oil  companies)  and  their 
contractors  are  require  to  adhere  to  all  current  environmental  laws  and  regulations  that  pertain  to  marine 
mammals  and  other  natural  resources.  Activities  that  might  disturb  polar  bears  denning  on  land  would  be 
required  to  get  Letters  of  Authorization  as  required  under  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  to  miniinize 
disturbance  of  bears  and  dens  that  may  be  located  near  where  industrial  activities  are  proposed  to  take  place. 
Under  this  Act,  the  lessees  must  demonstrate  that  their  actions  would  not  significantly  affect  polar  bears  or 
other  marine  mammals  that  might  be  in  the  area  of  activities. 

The  Preferred  Alternative  includes  creation  of  an  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring  Team  to  design  and 
implement  a  coordinated  research  and  monitoring  program  for  the  planning  area.  In  addition  to  the 
stipulations  for  the  Preferred  Alternative,  lessees  also  will  be  required  to  comply  with  site-specific 
stipulations  and  conditions  identified  during  permitting  and  drilling  plan  reviews.  For  a  discussion  of 
enforcement,  see  Response  1 194-010. 


2001-004 

The  Federal  Government  will  adhere  to  the  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act,  and  lessees  will  be  required  to 
conform  to  the  law's  requirements.  Adherence  to  this  law  will  ensure  conformance  with  the  international 
agreements  cited  by  the  commenter. 

2001-005 

Alternatives  to  the  proposal  are  based  on  oil-resource  potentials  of  different  parts  of  the  NPR-A  and 
distribution  of  wildlife  resources  and  habitat  values.  Some  of  the  scientific  literature  is  dated  but  still 
valuable.  Recent  information  on  polar  bears  also  is  used  in  the  draft  EIS,  as  listed  here:  Amstrup,  1995; 
USDOl,  FWS,  1995;  Amstrup  and  Gamer,  1994;  and  USDOI  FWS,  1997. 

2001-006 

The  text  has  been  changed  in  Section  IlI.B.5.b.(4),  Polar  Bear,  in  response  to  this  comment. 

2001-007 

The  potential  effects  of  the  proposal  would  occur  primarily  onshore  of  the  NPR-A.  The  draft  EIS  is 
organized  by  resources  potentially  affected  and  by  types  of  activities  and  perturbations.  An  ecosystem 
approach  would  lack  the  focus  on  particular  issues  that  concern  Native  people  who  would  be  most  affected 
by  NPR-A  oil  development.  Effects  on  the  polar  bear  population  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  would  be  very  local  in 
association  with  potential  disturbance  of  a  small  number  of  dens  that  occur  onshore  of  the  NPR-A.  Most 
polar  bear  denning  in  Alaska  occurs  offshore  on  stable  ice.  Migration  patterns  and  corridors  of  the  polar 
bear  population  occur  offshore  of  the  NPR-A  and  would  not  be  affected  by  the  proposal.  The  small  number 
of  polar  bears  (perhaps  <  10)  potentially  affected  by  the  proposal  wouldn't  be  of  consequence  to  the 
sustainability  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  population  of  1,300  to  2,500  bears. 

2001-008 

The  BLM  had  cited  appropriate  sources  for  its  conclusions  wherever  possible.  Corrections  of  this  type  have 
been  made  in  this  document  in  response  to  specific  comments  on  the  draft  lAP/ElS.  The  very  small  crude- 
oil  spills  averaging  only  4  bbl  and  refined-fuel  spills  averaging  only  29  gallons  are  likely  to  be  spilled  on  the 
tundra  or  in  shallow  ponds-lakes  that  do  not  drain  into  marine  waters.  Under  Alternative  C,  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  primarily  would  take  place  far  inland  from  the  coast;  and  the  chances  of  any 
of  these  small  spills  reaching  the  marine  environment  would  be  nil. 


V-402 


■  Gene  Terland.  npr-a  pdu^ninc  team 

I    Bureau  of  Land  Managemem,  Alaska  State  Office 
I    222  West  7th  Avenue 

Anchorage,  AK  995 1 3-7599 


[  2042  ] 


II  strenuously  oppose  oil  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.  First,  Tcshckpuk  Lake  and 
Colville  Rjvcr  Special  Areas  nmsi  be  pennancnily  protected.  Leasing  shouldn't  even  be  considered  in 
I    the  absence  of  a  dire  national  energy  need  and  a  sound  energy  policy. 


CITIZEN'S  LETTER  OF  COMMENT 


2043 


Mr.  Bruce  Babbitt 

United  States  Secielary  of  latcrior 

c/o  NPR-A  Planning  Team 

Dear  Mr.  Babbjlt, 

As  a  friend  of  Americati  wilderness,  I  am  deeply  disturbed  by  your  hast)-  and  in.idcquatc  process  for  deciding 
the  fate  of  the  National  Pctroicum  Reserve — Alaska. 

YoxiT  Draft  ¥,nvironmenlal  Impact  Statement  is  based  on  insufficient  wildlifL-  studies  and  docs  not  address 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  all  pa.sc,  present,  and  proposed  oil  developmeni  on  fragile  Arctic  ecosysicni.s. 
Moreover,  ijoiic  of  your  five  planning  alternatives  offers  permanent  protection  for  world  class  wildlife  Itabitats 
like  Colville  Rivet  andTeshekpuk  l^ke.  Nor  do  (hey  take  account  of  alternative  sources  of  energy  --  energy 
efficiency,  for  L-xamplc  •-  that  are  far  more  plentiful  ;inj  leas  environmentally  destructive  than  Arctic  oil. 

The  National  Petroleum  Reser\'c  is  the  Jj.st  place  we  should  be  drilling,  not  the  first.  I  strongly  urge  you  to 
forestall  any  oil  leasing  until  you've  carried  out  more  adequate  studies  and  developed  a  true  conservation 
alternative.  Please  keep  the  Arctic  wild  and  free! 


X 

Sij^narure 
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ANAKTUVUK  PASS  PUBLIC  HEARING  TESTIMONY  —  EXCERPTS 


UNIDENTIFIED  VOICE:  West. 


Mr.  Mike  Morry  (AP04)  (Pages  14-15) 

First  of  all  I'm  aware  that  Nuiqsut  is  greatly  affected  by  these  development  proposals,  but  as  he  just 
showed  caribou  that  migrate  through  Anaktuvuk  Pass  also  travel  up  north  to  these  areas  and  these  herds 
are  what  our  lifestyle  here  in  Anaktuvuk  is  based  on.  And  for  thousands  of  years  the  animals  that  migrate 
north  have  followed  their  routes  every  year.  These  areas  are  summer  home  to  the  caribou,  among  other 
wildlife.  The  caribou  that  traveled  north  are  the  main  source  of  subsistence  for  our  people. 

1  read  into  the  plan,  and  recommendations  that  are  still  to  be  decided  in  regard  to  the  oil  and  gas  leasing 
possibilities,  and  I'm  aware  that  this  is  given  consideration,  these  studies  on  the  caribou  and  other 
wildlife.  As  we  all  know  the  caribou  follow  their  yearly  pattern  of  travel  through  undisturbed  land.  It's 
always  been  that  way  for  them.  A  clean  safe  environment.  Let  me  stress  two  words  again,  "undisturbed 
land". 

Although  we  all  know  that  production  in  Prudhoe  Bay  opened  the  door  for  us  to  see  how  wildUfe  is 
affected  by  development,  there  is  no  way  to  see  into  the  future  and  see  how  the  wildlife  will  react  today, 
especially  since  this  will  affect  the  caribou  tremendously.  More  developed  land  on  the  North  Slope  means 
less  land  for  the  caribou  to  herd  on.  No  matter  how  many  precautions  are  taken,  they  will  be  affected.  No 
matter  how  many  studies  are  done,  they  will  be  affected.  In  turn,  how  they  react  could  determine  how 
much  meat  we  have  in  our  freezers  for  the  summer  and  winter.  Although  this  is  not  what  really  is  going 
to  happen  to  the  caribou,  there's  no  way  to  determine  the  real  outcome. 


MS.  AHGOOK:  West.  We  have  to  drive  that  long  to  catch  the  fish  if  we  want  different  bigger  fish.  We 
have  to  drill  a  hole  about  six,  seven  feet  to  put  our  hooks  in  that  lake  when  it's  winter.  That's  when  we 
want  a  change  to  mix  caribou  with. 

And  it's  really  going  to  affect  our  life,  so  does  the  other  villages,  if  that  thing  is  going  to  open.  And  our 
caribou  always  go  down  to  that  Teshekpuk  Lake  or  for  the  --  they  always  come  through  in  springtime  to 
go  down  north  to  that  Teshekpuk  Lake.  And  then  after  they  have  their  calves  in  the  falltime  they  -  if 
somebody  don't  scare  them  off  on  their  way  coming  this  way,  they  usually  come  back  in  the  fall  right 
through  our  village  and  that's  how  we  have  our  food  gathered  up  for  winter. 

We  dry  the  meat,  we  put  away  all  the  caribou  pieces,  we  don't  throw  the  caribou.  So  my  concern  is  if  that 
drilling  ever  happens  it's  going  to  affect  all  of  us.  And  for  years  we  have  heard  that  they  will  help  all  they 
can  with  stopping  the  caribou  from  traveling  but  I  don't  think  that  has  stopped,  I  mean,  you  know,  we  go 
hungry  when  there's  no  caribou.  So  that's  my  concern  and  I'd  like  to  also  support  the  other  villages  that's 
going  to  be  affected.  We  only  eat  our  subsistence  lifestyle. 

Thank  you. 


What  I'd  like  to  know  is  where  the  plan  for  development  is  really  headed,  then  we  can  see  which  areas  are 
planned  for  development  and  which  herds  are  going  to  be  affected  by  this.  I'd  like  to  reiterate  that 
development  up  north  will  affect  Anaktuvuk  Pass  and  recommend  all  involved  in  planning  this  proposal 
are  aware  that  we,  the  Nunamuit,  are  concerned  for  our  future  and  how  this  will  affect  the  caribou. 


Ms.  Lela  Ahgook  (AP07)  (Pages  1 8-20); 

My  name  is  Delia  (ph)  Ahgook,  I'm  a  resident  here  and  lived  here  all  my  life  and  you  can  see  I  have  gray 
hair.  That  every  day  of  my  life  when  I'm  home  at  Anaktuvuk  I  got  to  have  one  meal  a  day  with  caribou.  I 
cannot  miss  having  caribou  meat  the  whole  day  because  it's  the  way  I  grow  up.  And  I  know  it  will  affect 
all  of  us  here  in  the  village  and  the  other  villages,  like  Nuiqsut,  Atqasuk,  Barrow,  Wainwright.  It  is  our 
traditional  food  and,  like  I  say,  I  have  not  gone  a  day  without  having  a  bite  to  eat  from  caribou. 

And  when  that  happens,  what's  going  to  happen  to  the  older  people  like  us?  I  can  eat  steak  but  only  one 
time.  I  cannot  eat  it  maybe  two  times  a  day,  it  makes  me  sick,  even  the  hamburger.  Sometime  1  try  pork 
chop,  doesn't  have  very  much  grease  on  it,  but  it  doesn't  taste  like  caribou  either.  So  our  traditional  living 
here  is  that  us  older  people  have  to  have  caribou  meat. 

And  we  support  the  villages  up  north,  like  Nuiqsut  I  know  they  will  also  have  that  problem  like  we  have 
had  in  the  years  since  the  pipeline  had  come.  And  if  those  other  villages  stop  having  caribou  too,  when 
our  caribou  doesn't  come  around  those  villages  up  north  they  gather  up  money  somewhere  to  bring  us 
caribou.  They  go  out  hunting  and  take  just  caribou  to  bring  up  here  because  that's  the  only  food  we  eat 
up  here.  We  do  eat  fish,  too,  but  we  only  have  little  graylings  in  our  river.  And  they're  usually  easy  to 
catch  around  last  part  of  July  and  August  in  our  little  river.  Our  kids  can  just  throw  rocks  and  catch  them, 
take  them  home.  And  if  we  want  little  bigger  fish,  like  graylings  —  I  mean  Arctic  chars  and  them  big 
lakers,  it's  about  two  hours  drive  up  the  west  -  is  that  west  or  east? 


V-404 


ANCHORAGE  PUBLIC  HEARING  —  VERBATIM  EXCERPTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO 
COMMENTS 


Pam  Miller  (AN14)  (Pages  53-58) 

Hello,  my  name  is  Pam  Miller.  I'm  speaking  on  behalfof  myself  today  and  I  apologize  for  my  cold.  First 
I'd  like  to  say  that  there's  no  need  to  develop  the  petroleum  reserve  at  this  time.  And  1  would  like  to  point 
out  that  the  law  that  does  apply  to  this  area  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve's  Production  Act  does 
specifically  emphasize  that  there  shall  be  maximum  protection  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  special  area  and 
other  special  areas  that  the  Secretary  may  designate. 

The  fact  that  there's  no  preferred  alternative  or  even  a  proposed  action  at  this  time  makes  the  process  a  bit 
of  a  charade.  Because  throughout  the  EIS  it  talks  about  leasing  and  that  this  will  be  adequate  for  leasing 
program,  but  then  it  acts  as  though  it's  not  proposing  a  leasing  program.  It  doesn't  give  any  of  the 
specifics  about  how  the  leasing  program  would  be  done  and  the  public  won't  have  the  opportunity  to 
comment  once  the  proposed  action  is  prepared.  So  1  am  formally  requesting  that  that  comment  period  be 
done  after  the  proposed  action  is  decided. 

A  new  conservation  alternative  is  needed  because  none  of  the  ones  in  the  EIS  provide  adequate  protection 
to  fish  and  wildlife,  rivers  and  wilderness.  Permanent  protection  is  needed  for  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and 
Colville  River  special  areas  before  any  new  leasing  occurs  in  the  NPR-A,  otherwise  those  areas  will 
remain  vulnerable. 

Since  the  last  time  leasing  was  proposed  back  by  James  Watt  in  the  1980s  and  carried  out  biological 
research  has  further  documented  the  unique  importance  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  special  area  to  molting 
brandt,  and  points  out  the  uniqueness  of  this  area.  And  the  studies  done  there  show  that  this  is  a  very 
different  situation  from  Prudhoe  Bay  and  that  the  monitoring  studies  from  Prudhoe  Bay  are  not  applicable 
to  this  bird  population.  As  well,  studies  of  caribou  point  out  that  we  have  even  more  reason  for  concern 
about  the  effects  of  exploration  and  development  on  calving  areas  especially  as  it  occurs  over  time. 

Despite  some  technological  advances  in  oil  field  development,  there's  no  evidence  that  the  fundamental 
risks  have  diminished  or  that  there  could  be  adequate  mitigation  through  stipulations  or  conditions  in  the 
event  of  leasing  or  development.  Therefore,  the  environmental  costs  of  this  leasing  oil  development  and 
so  on,  clearly  outweigh  the  potential  energy  benefits  to  the  nation. 

Comment  AN  14-001  (Pa^e  55  Lines  H-25  and  Page  56  Lines  IS) 

I  will  address,  in  the  rest  of  my  testimony,  the  issue  of  that  the  development  impacts  projected  in  the  EIS 
are  far  too  rosy.    There's  over-reliance  on  the  un-tested  Alpine  oil  development  project  as  a  so-called 
model.  Well,  this  model  hasn't  been  permitted  yet  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  it's  not  built,  it's  not  tested 
over  time.  There's  no  empirical  evidence  supporting  that  the  assumption  that  the  so-called  Alpine  oil  field 
model  as  currently  proposed  by  ARCO  would  bear  any  resemblance  to  what  ultimately  will  be  built  in 
that  area  in  the  Colville  Delta,  including  connecting  satellite  fields.  Although,  the  EIS  relies  on  the 
Alpine  model,  it  does  not  provide  adequate  information  on  the  significant  environmental  concerns  and 
risks  posed  by  that  project  which  are  currently  under  review.  And  I'll  add  that  that's  not  being  done  in  an 
environmental  impact  statement.  These  include  risks  of  the  oil  spills,  unavoidable  loss  of  high  value 
wetlands,  location  of  drilling  facilities  within  the  Hood  plain,  disturbance  to  migratory  birds  from  the 
airport  and  so  on.  The  map  in  the  EIS  calling  itself  (he  layout  of  Alpine  field  doesn't  even  include  all  the 
facilities  that  the  Alpine  field  would  need.  It  doesn't  have  the  pipelines,  the  gravel  pit.  It  doesn't  have  a 
natural  gas  pipeline  or  power  lines  to  Nuiqsut.  Furthermore,  there's  other  connected  activities,  the  Fjord 


prospect  to  the  north,  they're  drilling  offshore  wells  offshore  there  this  winter  and  other  proposed  projects 
within  the  80,000  acre  Colville  River  unit  which  ARCO  has  recently  proposed. 

Response  AN  14-001 

The  commenter's  concerns  about  using  the  Alpine  development  project  as  a  general  model  for 
future  oil  field  development  are  addressed  in  Responses  1 652-03 1 ,  1 660-08 1 ,  and  1 66 1  -007. 

In  this  way,  just  this  year,  direct  impact  of  the  oil  fields  as  projected  is  far  below  what  would  uUimately 
occur.  There's  no  mention  of  indirect  or  secondary  effects  and  the  best  studies  of  oil  field  growth  over 
time  have  showed  that  the  cumulative  effects  arc  significantly  greater  and  often  are  delayed  beyond  the 
direct  effects. 

Comment  AN  14-002  (Paf>e  56  Lines  14-16) 

The  EIS  assumes  that  there  will  be  no  major  road  networks  built  even  though  there's  no  stipulations  which 
strictly  prohibit  such  road  construction. 

Response  AN  14-002 

The  Preferred  Alternative  prohibits  gravel  roads  connecting  to  a  road  system  outside  the 
planning  area  (see  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  48). 

Comment  AN  14-003  (Page  56  Lines  17-20) 

There  are  some  limited  restrictions  for  the  goose  molting  area  buffer  and  a  crucial  caribou  movement 
corridor,  but  those  can  be  modified  or  waived.   And  the  stipulations  arc  all  designed  with  the  fact  that  an 
economical  oil  field  shall  still  be  allowed.  So  that's  a  fundamental  fiaw  with  the  stipulations. 

Response  AN14-003 

Alternatives  A  through  E  Stipulations  could  be  waived  or  modified  if  the  modification  or 
waiver  is  environinentally  preferable  or  if  the  lessee  can  demonstrate  that,  among  other 
criteria,  "the  goals  of  the  stipulation  can  be  accomplished  through  alternative  means"  (.see  Sec. 
n.C.7.a).  Stipulations  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  may  only  be  waived  or  modified  if  "the 
alternative  means  proposed  by  the  lessee  meets  the  objective(s)  of  the  stipulation."  Some 
stipulations  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  may  not  be  waived  or  modified  under  any 
circumstance  (see  Sec.  II.C.7.b). 

At  some  point,  if  you  had  a  number  of  small  oil  fields  as  it's  discussed  without  connecting  roads,  it  would 
be  uneconoinical  and  it  would  be  cheaper  to  build  roads  than  have  many  air  strips. 

Comment  AN  14-004  (Page  56  Line  25  anil  Page  57  Lines  I  &  2) 

As  well,  the  impacts  of  having  all  these  air  strips  around  and  Iheir  potential  to  alfect  the  water  fowl 
habitat  is  not  adequately  addressed. 

Response  AN14-004 

Text  at  Sections  rV.B.8.a(2)  and  rV,C.8.b(l)(b)  revised  with  additional  discussion  of  aircraft 
effects  on  birds.  The  comment  presents  no  verification  for  the  statement  that  it  svould  be 
cheaper  to  build  interconnecting  roads  than  an  airstrip  for  each  drilling  unit.  While  there  is  no 
stipulation  that  prevents  interconnecting  roads.  No. 30  encourages  the  integration  of  airstrips 
with  roads  to  decrease  the  extent  of  each.  The  most  disturbing  aircraft,  helicopters  and  large 
transport,  are  not  to  be  used  routinely,  and  air  traffic  is  limited  in  the  Goose  Molting  Habitat 
when  geese  are  present.   Regarding  discussion  of  potential  effect  of  aircraft  on  waterfowl 
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habitat,  30  percent  of  the  discussion  under  Alternative  A  treats  this  topic;  this  is 
considered  adequate. 

Comment  AN14-005  (Page  57  Lines  2-4) 

nor  are  the  water  needs  for  all  of  the  ice  roads  that  would  be  constructed  instead  of  gravel  roads. 

Response  AN  14-005 

Water  withdrawals  are  regulated  by  the  revised  stipulations  (Sec.  I!.C.7)  and  are  discussed  in 
revised  Section  rV.C.3.b. 

Pipelines  would  be  allowed  in  all  alternadves  across  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  planning  area.  Even  though 
there  would  be  impacts  from  pipelines,  there  would  be  leaks.  There  would  be  the  need  to  monitor 
pipelines  to  see  if  they  were  leaking.  There  would  be  the  need  to  go  in  with  helicopters  and  cleanup  the 
leaks.  And  this  is  especially  important  because  pipelines  are  the  most  common  source  of  spills  on  the 
North  Slope, 

Comment  AN14-006  {Page  57  Lines  11-14) 

more  than  60  percent  of  the  spills  are  crude  oil  or  hydrocarbons  of  other  sorts  and  the  most  common  is 
diesel  fuel,  which  the  EIS  does  not  even  address.  It  only  talks  about  crude  oil. 

Response  AN  14-006 

Please  see  Response  1951-012. 

And  because  no  matter  what  kind  of  a  pipeline  it  is,  it  has  the  potential  to  leak,  those  impacts  should  be 
considered. 

Comment  AN  14-007  (Page  57  Lines  16-19) 

Finally,  I'll  say  the  direct  and  cumulative  effects  from  offshore  development  is  not  evaluated  at  all  in  (he 
EIS  even  though  that  is  a  reasonably  foreseeable  event  to  occur  in  the  future. 

Response  AN14-007 

The  cumulative  effects  analysis  has  been  expanded  to  discuss  offshore  development. 

Comment  AN14-008  (Page  57  Lines  20-24) 

And  1  will,  because  I  know  I'm  running  out  of  time,  I  will  just  mention  that  in  general  the  stipulations  are 
fundamentally  flawed.  There  is  only  seven  out  of  the  total  that  are  lease  stipulations,  not  just  --  the  rest 
would  only  apply  later  on  in  the  permitting  phase  when  things  are  much  more  political. 

Response  ANI4-008 

\n  the  Preferred  Alternative,  all  stipulations  are  to  be  lease-sale  stipulations. 

I'm  very  concerned  about  the  cumulative  effects  across  the  entire  North  Slope  of  oil  development.  We 
haven't  done  a  good  job  so  far  with  getting  balance  for  permanent  protection  for  critical  wildlife  areas  and 
our  spectacular  wilderness  and  I  urge  the  BLM  to  construct  new    conservation  alternatives  in  their  final 
EIS. 

Thank  you. 


Marilyn  Houser(AN31)  (Pages  106-108 

Hi.  My  name  is  Marilyn's  Houser  and  I'm  representing  myself  this  evening.  I  am  not  a  professional 
natural  resource  manager  or  environmentalist  and  therefore,  do  not  have  the  time  to  read  this  750  page 
EIS,  but  do  not  feel  it  is  a  prerequisite  to  being  able  to  comment. 

I've  lived  in  Alaska  20  years  and  have  had  the  good  fortune  to  spend  a  total  of  1 1  weeks  in  NPR-A  in  the 
last  seven  summers.  Having  traveled  in  the  NPR-A,  as  well  as  in  some  of  Alaska's  national  parks  and 
refuges.  I've  concluded  there  is  no  logical  reason  why  NPR-A  was  not  afforded  protection  in  1 980  with 
ANILCA.  I  do  not  understand  the  current  fast-track,  and  that's  BLM's  words,  not  mine,  for  oil 
development  in  NPR-A.    There  is  not  a  national  security  issue  or  looming  energy  crises.  I'm  especially 
bothered  that  this  country  continues  to  do  virtually  nothing  for  conservation  of  fossil  fuels  and 
development  of  alternative  energy  sources.  I'm  very  concerned  about  the  decision  to  address  NPR-A  in  a 
piecemeal  fashion  looking  only  at  the  specific  planning  area  as  though  development  there  will  impact  that 
area  only.  I'm  also  concerned  that  the  wildlife  data  used  in  the  EIS  is  old,  as  much  as  10  years  in  some 
instances. 

I  must  comment  on  my  experiences  in  NPR-A.  It's  beauty  is  breathtaking,  truly  awe-inspiring.  It  is  big 
country.  You  can  climb  a  bluff  or  rise  and  see  for  miles  and  miles.  It  is  as  though  you  have  a  window  on 
a  prehistoric  time.  During  my  visits  to  NPR-A,  I've  had  the  good  fortune  to  observe  herds  of  thousands  of 
caribou,  grizzly  bears,  wolves,  wolverine,  sheep  and  even  an  occasional  moose.  We've  also  had  repeated 
sightings  of  the  rare  yellow-billed  loon  as  well  as  red-throated  Pacific  and  Arctic  loons,  Arctic  peregrine 
falcons,  rough-legged  hawks,  sandhill  cranes,  swans,  old  squaw  and  many  others.  The  tundra,  river,  river 
beds,  river  corridors  and  alpine  areas  team  with  life.  Wild  flowers,  such  as  Arctic  poppies,  Siberian 
asters,  arnica,  sauceria  and  numerous  moses  and  likens.  We  found  bone  fragments  that  were  very  old, 
perhaps  hundreds  of  years.  We've  encountered  evidence  of  old  hunting  blinds  fashioned  with  slabs  of 
rock  and  very  old  careens  or  trail  markers.  We've  even  seen  what  we  believe  were  old,  possibly  ancient 
tool  fragments.  I  don't  understand  a  move  now  that  would  threaten  all  of  this. 

I  support  Alternative  A  at  this  time,  but  with  the  following  additions.  Protecdon  of  the  Colville  River  as  a 
wild  and  scenic  river.  Creation  of  a  new  special  area  along  the  Ikpikpuk  River.  Adding  the  Pik  dunes  to 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  special  area  and  creation  of  a  bird  conservation  area  along  the  Colville  River  and  its 
tributaries. 

Thank  you. 
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ATQASUK  PUBLIC  HEARING  - 
COMMENTS 


VERBATIM  EXCERPTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO 


Mayor  Ben  Nageak  (ATOl)  (Pages  25  and  26) 

Comment  ATOl-OOI  (Page  25  Lines  19-25  and  Page  26  Lines  1-6  and  12-19) 

I'm  just  reiterating  some  of  the  things  that  we  met  about  the  cabins  and  some  of  the  concerns  I  raised  to 
you  about  some  of  the  hunting  areas  that  we  --  I  used  my  brother  and  I  as  an  example.  Ahhough  they're 
not  on  the  map,  they're  not  pinpointed  on  the  map,  you  can't  tell  when  you  go  to  oiir  area  where  we've 
hunted  or  set  up  camps  or  tents,  you  can't  even  tell  because  we  pick  up  after  ourselves  when  we  leave. 
You  can't  even  tell  we've  been  there,  but  a  lot  of  people  who  know  when  they  travel  says.  oh.  this  is 
Nageak's  or  this  is  Kanayurak's  camping  area,  you  know,  people  know  where  those  camping  areas  arc, 
although  they  aren't  indicated  or  you  can't  even  tell.  So  that  was  one  of  the  concerns  1  raised  to  Mr. 
Ritchie. 

And  also  I  stated  that  someday  fll  get  older  and  1  won't  be  able  to  tolerate  the  cold  as  much  as  I  can  right 
now. 

But  some  day,  you  know,  1  might  have  the  need  for  the  cabin  and,  you  know,  if  there's  a  restriction  I  won't 
be  able  to  so,  you  know,  those  are  some  of  the  concerns  that  Arnold  raised  and  we  hope  that  dialogue 
stuff  continues  on  the  use  of  cabins  and  cabins  already  in  place  and  cabins  that  may  come,  you  know, 
because  of  ~  you  never  know  what's  going  to  happen.  Because  we  use  those  hunting  areas  and  we're 
going  to  continue  to  use  those  hunting  areas. 

Response  ATOl-OOI 

As  indicated  in  Section  11. G  of  the  lAP/ElS,  BLM  will  continue  to  have  a  "dialogue",  or  work 
with  the  NSB  to  determine  the  extent  and  potential  resolution  to  the  camps/cabins  issue  within 
BLM's  existing  policies  and  procedures.  See  Response  0106-002. 


Bartz  Englishoe  (AT02)  (Pages  14-16) 

Well,  1  need  to  apologize,  I've  been  working  on  this  speech  and  it's  40  minutes.  No,  it's  just  a  few 
comments. 

Comment  AT02-00J  (Pages  N  Lines  20-25  anil  Page  J 5  Lines  J -13) 

I  work  with  the  Atqasuk  Corporation  and  I've  reviewed  the  EIS  statement  and  quite  a  few  of  the 
comments  the  corporation  submitted  weren't  covered  or  covered  very  lightly.  One  of  the  important  issues 
is  local  hire.  And  we  were  hoping  the  Department  of  hiterior  would  be  a  little  creative,  try  to  take  steps  to 
ensure  that  local  residents,  or  specifically  Native  people  had  a  priority  in  receiving  work.  There's  really 
nothing  in  the  EIS  about  that.  We  were  hoping  that  BLM  would  send  a  message  to  oil  companies  and 
subcontractors  that  said,  "look,  if  you  want  to  our  oil  in  NPR-A  you're  going  to  have  to  bend  over 
backwards  to  hire  Native  people."  And  just  not  a  handshake,  but  maybe  legislation  that  says  a  certain 
percent  of  local  residents  will  be  hired,  there'll  be  training.  None  of  that  was  in  there. 

I  would  also  like  to  see  maybe  some  of  the  royalties  that  BLM  are  going  to  get  specifically  tailored  toward 
that.  They  can  take  five  percent  of  the  royalties  and  put  it  back  into  forcing  Job  training,  of  local  hire, 
social-economic  studies,  various  things  like  this. 


Response  AT02-00\ 

The  BLM  can  encourage  the  use  of  local  hire.  However,  as  a  Federal  agency  and  equal 
opportunity  employer,  we  cannot  place  requirements  on  permittees  regarding  the  level  of  local 
hire.  In  addition,  the  use  of  5  percent  of  Federal  royalties  for  local  hire  or  economic  studies  is 
not  allowed  under  existing  law. 

Comment  AT02-002  (Page  15  Lines  14-17) 

We  didn't  think  there  was  enough  on  co-management  of  fish  and  wildlife.  If  you  want  to  protect  them, 
the  Borough  expertise  is  excellent  and  would  definitely  like  to  see  co-management  agreements. 

Response  AT02-002 

The  BLM  cannot  abrogate  its  management  authority  on  Federal  lands  or  programs.  We  will 
and  have  worked  cooperatively  with  the  North  Slope  Borough  and  local  communities  under 
existing  authorities  to  manage  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  This  lAP/EIS  is  an  example  of  that 
cooperation 

Comment  AT02-003  (Page  15  Lines  18-25  and  Page  16  Lines  1-8) 

Also  would  like  to  see  strong  language  where  individuals  don't  have  to  negotiate  with  oil  companies  to 
hook  into  an  oil  field  that's  next  to  their  village  is  there  is  one.  We'd  like  to  see  federal  legislation  that 
says,  absolutely  if  there's  a  gas  field  found  close  to  this  village,  they're  going  to  get  hooked  into  that. 
And  hopefully  free.  This  free  gas  to  a  village  would  make  tremendous  economic  -  provide  tremendous 
economic  benefit  to  the  village.  At  $4.00  a  gallon  for  dicsel  up  here  it's  expensive.  We  think  the  federal 
government  can  be  very  creative. 

And  let  it  be  known  if  oil  companies  want  to  come  into  NPR-A  they're  going  to  have  to  do  this  and  thai, 
there  hasn't  been  any  of  that  in  the  EIS  statement.  Maybe  we  have  to  go  to  Washington,  D.C.,  and  work 
with  our  congressman  and  state  legislators  but  we'd  like  lo  see  the  local  office  of  BLM  here  take  the  lead 
in  that.  Put  it  in  the  EIS  so  it  can  be  debated. 

Response  AT02-003 

The  BLM  does  not  have  the  authority  to  require  permittees  to  link  villages  into  an  oil  field,  or 
to  provide  them  with  free  natural  gas.  This  is  outside  the  .scope  of  the  lAP/ElS.  Copies  of 
written  comments  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  BLM  Alaska  Slate  Office  in 
Anchorage  and  the  BLM  Northern  Field  Office  in  Fairbanks. 

Comment  AT02-004  (Page  16  Lines  9-13} 

And  my  final  comments  is,  I'd  like  to  find  a  place  to  read  all  the  other  comments  that  people  have 
submitted  and  will  submit  and  I'd  like  to  see  those  on  the  Internet.  There's  a  lot  of,  probably,  ideas  that 
will  spark  interest  or  can  be  further  di.scusscd  and  people  can  get  behind. 

Response  AT02-004 

Transcripts  from  the  public  hearings  were  placed  on  the  Internet.  Given  the  volume  of  written 
comments  submitted  on  the  draft  lAP/EIS,  we  were  unable  to  place  all  of  those  comments  on 
the  Internet.  Copies  of  written  comments  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  BLM  Alaska 
State  Office  in  Anchorage  and  the  BLM  Northern  Field  Office  in  Fairbanks. 
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Comment  AT02-005  (Page  16.  Lines  J 4-25) 

And  one  more  issue.  If  oil  is  found,  let's  say,  tiiree  miles  from  Atqasuk  lands  and  there's  oil  rigs  there, 

pipelines,  there  doesn't  seem  to  be  anything  that  says  how  the  corporation  is  going  to  benefit  as  a  land 

owner.  They're  taking  oil  away  from  underneath  the  corporation's  lands,  although  the  corporation  doesn't 

own  subsurface,  there  should  be  some  effort  to  guarantee  that  the  village  lands,  which  are  going  to  be 

disturbed  by  oil  development  get  a  major  boost  in  cither  subsurface  royalties,  close  proximity  royalties, 

rentals,  various  things  like  this.  If  oil  coinpanies  aren't  going  to  bend  over  backwards  to  put  any  iTioney  in  This  Side  Blank 

the  village  unless  they  have  to,  BLM  can  ensure  that,  and  they  can  be  real  creative. 

Response  AT02-005 

Lands  located  within  3  ini  of  Atqasuk  are  outside  of  the  Northeast  Planning  Area,  and 
therefore,  outside  the  scope  of  this  lAP/EIS.  In  the  example  presented,  oil  companies  would 
negotiate  directly  with  the  surface  owners  (e.g.  Atqasuk  Inupiat  Corporation)  to  obtain  access, 
and  with  the  subsurface  owners  (e.g.  ASRC)  to  remove  oil  from  private  lands.  The  BLM  has 
no  authority  for  regulating  oil  and  gas  activities  on  conveyed  private  lands  where  the 
subsurface  is  also  privately  owned. 

Luke  Kagak  (AT03)  (Pages  21-22) 

Comment  AT03-00I  (Page  21.  Lines  8-19) 

MR.  AHVAKANA:  Mr.  Kagak  just  stated  as  an  example,  ever  since  utilizing  Prudhoe  Bay,  as  an 
example.  When  that  area  was  opened  for  oil  and  gas,  it  was  mentioned  to  the  villages  that  the  job 
opportunity  is  going  to  be  there  available  for  each  village  and  presently  there's  hardly  anybody  working 
there.  There's  hardly  any  Natives  that  are  working  in  the  village.  If  NPR-A,  Alaska,  is  going  to  be 
opened  for  oil  and  gas  and  EIS  don't  specifically  indicate  in  writing  exactly  what  Mr.  Englishoe  had 
mentioned  earlier  about  job  opportunities,  it  needs  to  be  clearly  mentioned  and  supported  by  some  other 
documents  available  to  make  sure  that  job  opportunities  are  available  in  that  area. 

Response  AT03-001 

Please  refer  to  Response  AT02-00 1 . 

Comment  AT03-002  (Page  21  Lines  20-25.  and  Page  22  Lines  1-3) 

And  another  thing  is  that  the  --  presently  there's  been  a  lot  of  sick  caribou  being  harvested.  They  don't 
know  where  this  sickness  comes  and  why  the  meat  is  infected  from  whatever.  If  the  industry  would  be 
allowed  to  have  a  possible,  maybe  some  type  of  a  scientific  research  on  that  type  of  a  species  that  are 
affected  by  oil  and  gas.  Something  needs  to  happen  because  these  are  the  livelihood  of  these  people  that 
Mr.  Kagak  had  stated.  These  things  should  be  included  in  EIS,  in  accordance  with  what  I'm  hearing. 

Response  AT03-002 

Under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  BLM  will  create  an  Interagency  Research  and  Monitoring 
Teain  (Section  II-F-7)  to  design  and  coordinate  research  and  monitoring  efforts.  See  also 
Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  29  and  59  which  require  the  lessee  to  study  the  effects  of  oil 
and  gas  activities  on  caribou  and  subsistence. 
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BARROW  PUBLIC  HEARING  - 
COMMENTS 


VERBATIM  EXCERPTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO 


Jana  Harcharek  (BA03)  (Pages  20-25) 

Good  evening,  Jana  Harcharek,  I'm  with  the  Planning  Department's  Commission  on  Inupiat  History 
Language  and  Culture  for  the  North  Slope  Borough. 

Cultural  resources  and  sites  and  areas  of  historical,  cultural,  spiritual  and  traditional  use  and  value  to  the 
Inupiat  are  integral  facets  of  Inupiat  society,  both  in  the  past  and  in  conteinporary  tiines.  Oral  traditions 
describing  activity  in  the  planning  area  tell  of  our  origin  in  a  story  told  by  Elijah  Kakinya,  who  was  a 
very  well  respected  elder  from  Anaktuvuk  Pass.  "At  Umiat,  it  is  said,  and  at  Ivisaaq,  the  Uivaq.saat 
lands. ..When  the  big  flood  come,  everything  was  covered  by  the  ocean,  and  they  were  able  to  hunt 
whales;  at  Umiat  there  were  no  other  animals..." 

To  the  Inupiat,  this  is  verification  that  Inupiat  people  have  accessed  the  Umiat  vicinity  for  subsistence 
and  spiritual  purposes  throughout  millennia.  We  continue  to  do  so  today. 

I  contend  that  the  Mesa  Site  is  the  site  that  Kakinya  refers  to  in  his  account  of  how  people  "in  an  umiaq 
used  to  see  a  tussock  with  grass  on  it  rising  to  the  surface.  When  they  saw  that  tussock  rise,  they  tried  to 
catch  it. ..Then  raven  speared  it. ..and  the  ocean  began  to  recede."  There  is  no  evidence  of  human 
habitation  in  the  area  surrounding  the  Mesa  because  people  were  hving  in  boats  and  kayaks  until  the 
ocean  receded. 

Comment  BR03-01  (Peine  21  Lines  l4-2i) 

There  are  hundreds  of  sites  in  the  planning  area  that  contain  both  archaeological  and  historic  material  and 
resources.  We  know,  all  too  well,  that  these  resources  are  nonrenewable.  Paleontological  remains  which 
could  be  interpreted  to  have  a  direct  physical  relationship  with 

archaeological  resources  to  which  the  Inupiat  have  ties,  and  also  found  in  the  planning  area.  Contrary  to 
the  Draft  EIS,  there  are  sites  within  the  planning  area  considered  sacred  by  the  Inupiat.  In  addition, 
numerous  graves,  both  marked  and  unmarked,  dot  the  planning  area. 

Response  BR03-001 

Section  11I.C.2,  Cultural  Resources,  has  been  revised  to  acknowledge  the  existence  of  sacred 
and  other  traditional  sites  within  the  NPR-A,  even  though  few  sites  have  been  physically 
located  and  many  remain  known  only  through  oral  tradition.  In  order  for  BLM  to  fulfill  the 
purposes  of  Executive  Order  13007,  such  sacred  sites  must  be  located  and  recorded. 

The  Borough  recognizes  and  respects  the  nonrenewable  nature  of  the  wealth  of  resources.  We  must 
adhere  to  the  regulations  promulgated  by  federal  laws  designed  to  protect  these  resources. 

Comment  BR03-002  (Page  22  Lines  3-25  and  Page  23  Line  1-19) 

The  North  Slope  Borough's  Commission  on  Inupiat  History,  Language  and  Culture,  or  IHLC,  is 
designated  by  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  as  the  Certified  Local  Government  per  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Act  and  is  empowered  to  assume  any  of  the  duties  that  are  given  to  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  officer  per  36  CFR  800.  BLM,  as  the  federal  agency  responsible  for  an  undertaking 
in  the  planning  area  must  work  with  IHLC  to  ensure  lessee  compliance  with  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act,  or  NHPA;  the  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act,  commonly  referred  to  as 


ARPA;  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  or  NAGPRA;  and  Executive  Orders 
1 3007  regarding  Native  American  Sacred  Sites. 

As  the  Certified  Local  Government,  IHLC  will  implement  comprehensive  procedures  to  ensure 
coitipliance  with  Section  106  review  process  provisions  contained  in  the  NHPA  regulations,  when  it 
appears  that  that  undertaking  in  the  planning  area  might  affect  cultural  sites  of  interest  to  the  Borough.  It 
is  extremely  important  to  the  Borough  that  consideration  of  cultural  sites  occur  in  the  very  early  stages  of 
project  planning  so  that  concerns  regarding  potential  effects  receive 
thorough  consideration. 

Conspicuously  absent  in  the  DEIS  Allematives  section  describing  interrelationship  is  any  mention  of 
ARPA  and  NAGPRA.  Of  specific  concern  to  the  Borough  is  the  lack  of  any  reference  to  the 
consultations  mandated  in  two  acts.   ARPA  regulations  require  consultations  with  tribes,  if  any  ground 
disturbing  activity  is  to  occur.  Per  43  CFR  7,  Section  7.7,  IHLC  wishes  to  enter  into  an  agreement  with 
the  BLM  for  determining  locations  for  which  the  Borough  wishes  to  receive  notice.  IHLC  is  also  entitled 
to  review  any  proposals  for  excavations  and  wishes  to  work  with  BLM  on  instituting  a  systematic  process 
to  initiate  these  reviews.  IHLC  will  work  with  BLM  to  determine  what  circumstances  should  be  the 
subject  of  special  notification  after  a  permit  has  been  issued. 

Per  NAGPRA  regulations,  IHLC  wishes  to  receive  notice  of  inadvertent  discoveries  or  planned  activities 
that  may  result  in  the  excavation  or  discovery  of  human  remains  and  cultural  items.  IHLC  will  work  with 
BLM  to  develop  a  written  plan  of  action  including  documentations  of  the  kinds  of  objects  to  be 
considered  as  cultural  items  as  defined  in  Section  10.2(b)  of  the  regulations. 

Response  BR03-002 

The  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  and  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act  have  been  added  to  Section  11. F.  I .  This  section  lists  some  of  the  major  laws 
and  executive  orders  that  apply  in  one  way  or  another  to  the  planning  and  permitting  process 
in  the  NPR-A.  The  BLM  will  consult  closely  with  the  North  Slope  Borough's  Commission  on 
Inupiat  History,  Language  and  Culture  in  all  compliance  matters  related  to  cultural  resources. 

Comment  BR03-003  (Page  23  Lines  20-25  and  Page  24  Lines  I -10) 

Throughout  the  proceedings,  beginning  with  the  scoping  meetings  last  spring,  BLM  has  led  people  to 
believe  that  they  will  recognize,  acknowledge  and  incorporate  traditional  knowledge  into  the  process  of 
drafting  the  EIS.  The  North  Slope  Borough  is  alarmed  with  the  treatment  of  traditional  knowledge  in  the 
DEIS.  I  quote  from  page  III-C-7,  "The  number  of  TLUI  locales  in  the  planning  area  greatly  exceeds  the 
number  of  recorded  archaeological  sites",  and  1  add  emphasis  here,  "suggesting  that  if  cultural  memory  is 
a  reliable  manifestation  of  reality,  there  must  be  hundreds  of  as-yet-undiscovered  cultural  sites  within  the 
planning  area."  This  insulting  reference  is  a  flagrant  indication  that  BLM  does  not  regard  Inupiat 
traditional  knowledge  with  any  degree  of  respect.  This  issue  is  even  more  critical  given  the  fact  that  oral 
traditions  are  so  closely  intertwined  with  the  NHPA,  ARPA,  NAGPRA  and  Executive  Order  13007. 

Response  BR03-003 

Section  II1.C.2  has  been  modified  to  address  this  comment. 

Comment  BR03-004  (Page  24  Lines  11-25  and  Page  25  Lines  1-2) 

The  DEIS  reference  to  sacred  sites  omits  key  language  regarding  ceremonial  use.  In  its  entirety,  the 
definition  of  "sacred  site"  in  Executive  Order  1 3007  "means  any  specific,  discrete,  narrowly  delineated 
location  on  federal  land  that  is  identified  by  an  Indian  tribe,  or  Indian  individual  determined  to  be  an 
appropriate  authoritative  representative  of  an  Indian  religion,  as  sacred  by  virtue  of  its  established 
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religious  significance  to,  or  ceremonial  use  by,  an  Indian  religion;  provided  that  the  tribe  or  appropriately 
authoritative  representative  of  an  Indian  religion  has  informed  the  agency  of  the  existence  of  such  a  site." 

There  is  an  assumption  made  in  the  DEIS  that  there  are  no  such  sites.  In  fact,  based  on  oral  traditions  and 
the  documentation  of  such  sites  by  Western  anthropologists,  there  arc.  The  Borough  needs  ainple  time  to 
thoroughly  review  existing  information  to  ascertain  which  sites  are  sacred,  as  defined  in  Executive  Order 
13007. 

Reponse  BR03-004 

We  understand  that  sacred  sites  may  exist  in  the  NPR-A.  However,  none  have  yet  been 
identified  to  BLM  by  those  authorized  by  Executive  Order  (E.O.)  13007.  We  encourage  those 
who  are  authorized  to  identify  sacred  sites,  to  do  so.  These  sites  need  to  be  identified  to  BLM 
so  that  we  can  fulfill  the  purposes  of  the  EO. 

Please  see  Response  1669-036. 

Potential  impacts  to  cultural  resources  as  described  in  Section  fV.,  Effects,  Alternatives  A  through  E  of 
the  DEIS  should  contain  more  detailed  protective  measures.  Descriptions  of  impact  vary  from,  these 
impacts  can  be  satisfactorily  addressed  through  the  current  assessment  and  decision  making  process,  to 
the  protection  of  cultural  recourse  in  the  planning  area  would  follow  the  established  and  proved 
procedures  developed  by  BLM  during  the  NPR-A  exploration  of  the  late  1970s  and  1980s. 

The  Borough  as.serts  that  IHLC,  as  the  Certified  Local  Government  representing  the  North  Slope,  will  be 
the  agency  with  whom  BLM  must  work  to  establish  acceptable  procedures  for  protecting  cultural 
resources.  The  resources  include  traditional  land  use  sites;  sacred  sites;  burial  grounds;  archaeological 
sites;  paleontological  remains;  traditional  cultural  properties,  orTCPs  as  defined  in  the  1992  amendments 
of  the  NHPA;  any  site  of  cultural  significance  to  the  North  Slope  Borough  and  its  residents. 

I  want  to  thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration  and  cooperation  and  for  the  opportunity  to  provide 
these  initial  comments.  Quyanaqpak. 


Morgan  Solomon  (BAGS)  (Pages  31-3.'5) 

Thank  you  very  much.  Hearing  Officer  Nelson  Ahvakana.  My  name  is  Morgan  Solomon,  I  was  bom  in 
Wainwright,  raised  in  Fairbanks.  And  I  came  here  to  this  country  back  in  1967  from  Anchorage,  after  1 
got  out  of  service.  I  have  seen  establishment  of  the  North  Slope  and  the  Petroleum  Reserve  ever  since  1 
was  a  little  boy.  And  also  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  compromise  in  conjunction  with 
oilfield  development  in  our  country  up  here  for  many  years.  There  have  been  many  promises.  Promises 
to  our  people  in  term  of  equal  employment  opportunities,  equal  training.  All  these  things  has  happened 
for  a  long  time.  And  yet  since  the  oil  development  started  in  Prudhoe  Bay  we  were  picked  to  train  in 
some  areas  that  they  thought  would  be  viable  for  our  livelihood. 

But  those  promises  were  broken,  meaning  that  sometimes  the  Native  people  went  up  to  train,  trained  for  a 
little  while  but  were  not  given  the  opportunity  to  train  in  such  a  way  that  they  could  have  a  full-time 
employment.  Or  if  they  have  some  alcohol  problems  that  they  would  go  ahead  and  let  them  go.    What 
I'm  getting  at  here  is  three  agencies.  Three  agencies  meaning  BLM,  North  Slope  Borough,  State  of 
Alaska,  I  listen  to  them  working  towards  a  partnership  should  the  4.6  million  acres  be  developed  or  a  part 
of  it  should  be  developed.  But  I'm  also  looking  at  the  petroleum  area  here  as  one  of  the  most  unique  parts 
of  our  country  here  in  the  North  Slope.  The  reason  I  say  that  is  because  1  have  been  around  that  country 
for  many  years  since  I  came  up  here,  going  back  and  forth  every  other  week  working  for  Atlantic 
Richfield  Company  in  my  lime. 


1  work  week  on  and  week  off  for  six  and  a  half  years  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  That  land  in  summertime  is  a  land 
for  our  animals.  Both  the  birds,  caribous  and  it's  also  a  land  of  opportunity  for  subsistence  use  of  our 
people  here  in  the  North  Slope  and  it  was  the  only  area  where  Nuiqsut  people  can  hunt  because  they 
couldn't  get  on  the  east  bank  to  hunt  caribou  openly  and  to  hunt  other  animals  openly  because  Prudhoe 
Bay  was  continuously  developing  towards  the  western  part  of  that  area.  And  I'm  going  to  ask  that  if  the 
EIS  is  going  to  be  proposed  by  all  the  parties  that  this  time  our  Native  people  be  listened  to,  that  you  help 
our  people  on  the  areas  that  they  know  most.  On  the  areas  before  any  development  started. 

Jana  Harcharek  had  made  some  very  viable  statements,  the  Mayor  of  the  North  Slope  Borough  had  made 
some  very,  very  real  good  sound  statements.  The  State  also  had  some  good  statements  but,  you  know,  on 
the  long  run,  as  I  know  Prudhoe  Bay,  as  when  it  was  first  developed,  the  promises  are  never  kept.  Under 
those  circumstances  you  would  have  4.6  million  acres  that  must  be  developed  under  a  control  system.  In 
other  words,  no  more  false  promises  made  to  the  Native  people  by  the  federal  government,  the  state 
government.  There  should  be  an  agency  here,  we  have  an  agency  called  North  Slope  Borough.  The  North 
Slope  Borough  was  developed  so  that  we  can  take  into  consideration  in  providing  ourselves  some  money 
to  develop  our  villages,  educate  our  people  and  be  just  like  any  cities  within  the  state  of  Alaska  that  are 
entitled  to  such. 

You  know,  1  read  here  50/50,  the  state  50  percent,  the  federal  50  percent  and  whatever  is  left  over  is  going 
to  go  into  our  -  part  of  our  country  up  here,  but  that's  not  good  enough.  You  know,  before  NPR-A  this 
was  our  land,  this  country  was  our  land,  we  had  roamed  this  country  all  our  lives.  And  then  as  soon  as  it 
was  turned  over  to  the  federal  government,  the  federal  government  turned  around  and  start  putting  in 
regulatory  system,  so  they  could  keep  us  away  from  our  areas  where  we  traditionally  hunt  and,  again,  you 
know,  for  the  past  year  these  colors  over  here  scares  me.  The  colors,  the  five  systems  -  the  five  areas  that 
they  wish  to  develop.  The  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Development  Program  for  Teshekpuk  area. 

Teshekpuk  area  is  one  of  the  most  beautiful  lakes  in  the  whole  state  of  Alaska  because  it  provides  all  of 
our  needs  as  far  as  our  subsistence  lifestyle  is  concerned.  Our  sea  mammals,  our  sea  animals,  our  birds 
and  so  forth  are  embedded  in  that  region.  And  so  as  a  Native  person  and  as  growing  up,  not  just  here,  but 
all  over  Alaska,  I'm  hoping  that  if  there  is  to  be  development  that  everyone  works  together,  that  the  Native 
village  people  from  Nuiqsut,  Atqasuk,  Barrow,  Wainwright,  wherever,  have  the  first  opportunity  to  let 
you  know  that  we  care  for  our  people  for  generations  to  come. 

I'm  going  to  speak  in  Inupiaq  very  briefly  as  to  what  I  have  staled  because  1  believe  most  of  my  people 
understand  where  I'ln  coming  from.  1  helped  develop  Prudhoe  Bay.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  had  the  first 
opportunity  to  be  a  member  of  those  few  people  that  opened  up  the  first  well.  I  know  how  it  is  and  once 
after  that  we  were  forgotten.  We  were  forgotten  for  the  last  20  years  because  you  will  never  see  somebody 
retiring  from  that  area  with  the  exception  of  two  people  out  of  80.  And  that's  the  kind  of  promises  that 
the  oil  companies  make  to  our  Native  people  when  they  first  started  to  develop  Prudhoe  Bay  area.  And  I 
hate  to  see  this  again  if  it  should  be  developed,  that  promises  are  broken  overnight.  They  forget  who  lives 
up  in  this  part  of  the  country. 

And  I'd  like  to  thank  for  the  opportunity  to  make  this  statement.  Although  I  don't  have  a  written 
statement  in  front  of  me,  but  what  I'm  trying  to  address  here,  I  believe,  is  something  that's  coming  from 
my  heart  because  I  was  one  of  the  individual  Natives  that  was  promised  a  job  of  opportunity  only  to  lose 
it  six  and  a  half  years  later  because  someone  had  more  education  than  1  did. 

Thank  you. 
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Bill  Tegoseak  (BA06)  (Pages  35-38) 

Excuse  me  for  a  moment  while  I  prepare.  Good  evening.  My  name  is  Bill  Tegoseak.  I  wish  to  address  the 
issue  of  environmental  desecration  on  tribal  lands  in  the  name  of  oilfield  exploration  and  development.  1 
work  for  the  federally  recognized  Sovereign  Tribe  of  the  Native  Village  of  Barrow  as  an  Environmental 
Technician  and  as  such  1  wish  to  comment,  from  a  historical  perspective,  on  environmental  concerns  that 
have  evolved  within  the  ranks  of  our  Inupiat  Tribe  since  President  Warren  G.  Harding  declared  tribal 
lands.  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  Number  4  in  1923. 

Prior  to  getting  into  any  further  discussions  regarding  potential  oilfield  exploration  or  planned  exploration 
on  tribal  lands,  it  is  only  fitting  that  protocol  be  recognized  and  established  during  these  proceedings. 

The  Native  Village  of  Barrow  recognizes  our  guests  from  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  on 
a  government  to  government  basis,  in  particular,  the  federal  agents  from  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  would  also  like  to  acknowledge  the  agents  from  the  Minerals  Management  Service  who 
may  not  be  here  today.  As  federal  agents  these  people's  primar>'  trust  responsibility  to  us  is  to  protect  and 
preserve  tribal  lands. 

The  rich  history  of  the  Inupiat  Nation  spans  a  minimum  of  4,000  years.  It  is  unequivocally  clear  that  my 
people  have  used  and  occupied  the  lands  under  consideration  for  oilfield  exploration  and  development 
since  time  immemorial.  Let  no  one  doubt  that  we've  never  signed  any  treaties  relinquishing  our  inherent 
right  to  Tribal  Land  ownership.  We've  never  sold  our  tiibal  lands  and  we've  never  gone  to  war  and  lost 
ownership  of  our  lands.  We  have  never  given  up  our  possessory  or  aboriginal  rights,  indeed  these  are  our 
promised  lands. 

With  this  understanding  it  is  my  responsibility,  as  Environmental  Technician  for  the  Native  Village  of 
Barrow  then,  to  ensure  that  our  Inupiat  Tribe  has  substantial  and  meaningful  involvement  in 
environmental  policy  decisions  impacting  our  village,  our  tribal  membership  and  our  tribal  resources. 

At  this  point  it  would  be  foolish,  at  best,  to  ignore  past  oilfield  exploration  activities  which  have  so 
negatively  impacted  tribal  lands.  On  August  6,  1947  the  Arctic  Research  Laboratory  was  established 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Office  of  Naval  Research  in  the  Native  Village  of  Barrow,  specifically  to  search 
for  fossil  fuels  in  the  name  of  nafional  security.  In  a  period  of  just  over  30  years  the  U.S.  Navy,  the  Air 
Force,  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  the  U.S.  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission, 
other  federal  agencies,  prestigious  universities  and  private  enterprise,  as  well  as  the  international 
community,  began  a  systematic  desecration  of  tribal  lands.  In  that  regard  I  invite  you  in  the  audience  this 
evening,  if  you  are  not  knowledgeable  of  environmental  damage  done  in  the  past  to  tribal  lands  in  the 
name  of  development,  to  pick  up  both  documents  of  informational  material  1  am  providing. 

One  packet,  prepared  by  the  military,  outlines  the  tremendous  amount  of  contamination,  toxic  and 
hazardous  waste,  in  many  cases,  extremely  hazardous  materials  left  by  the  military  in  the  wake  of  oilfield 
exploration. 

The  second  document  outlines  the  inhumane  treatment  of  my  people  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  1950s  and 
1960s,  specifically  the  use  of  the  Inupiat  people  as  guinea  pigs  by  injection  of  Iodine  131  to  determine  if 
my  peoples'  thyroid  gland  made  thein  more  acclimated  to  cold  weather.  This  experiment  was  done  since 
the  Naval  Arctic  Research  Laboratory  gave  the  Air  Force  accominodations  and  facilities  to  conduct 
inhumane  experiments  in  complete  violation  of  the  Nuremberg  Code. 

The  United  Stales  government  throughout  the  last  50  years  has  shown  very  little  concern  for  the  well 
being  of  either  of  our  environment,  or  more  importantly,  for  our  people.    Throughout  the  last  six  months 
the  Environmental  Section  of  the  Native  Village  of  Barrow  has  gained  the  limelight  of  environmental 


issues.  We've  been  asked  to  speak  in  places  such  as  Aniak,  in  Kansas  City,  in  Anchorage,  in  Seattle  and 
we  will  also  give  our  environmental  concerns  that  are  tied  into  the  military  in  Spokane  in  April  of  this 
year. 

At  this  point  we  do  not  express  opinion  in  oilfield  development  in  NPR-A.  Our  message  is,  if  exploration 
is  to  occur,  it  must  be  done  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner,  protecfing  the  environment,  protecting 
the  natural  resources,  protecting  the  well  being  of  our  tribe  for  the  benefit  of  your  government  and  mine. 
It  is  our  sincere  hope  that  as  a  recognized  federal  tribe  that  if  development  is  to  occur  on  our  tribal  lands 
on  which  we  have  lived  at  least  a  minimum  of  4,000  years,  that  development  be  done  with  respect  to  the 
environment,  with  responsibleness  and  if  damage  is  to  occur,  to  make  sure  that  the  damage  is  cleaned  up 
in  the  proper  sense  and  those  people  that  do  damage  the  land  are  held  accountable. 

Our  involvement  with  the  military  throughout  the  last  50  years  or  so  has  indicated  to  us  that  the  United 
States  government,  through  the  Department  of  Defense,  has  been  unwilling  and,  up  to  this  date,  certainly 
has  been  unwilling  to  accept  responsibility  for  the  tremendous  amount  of  damage  that  is  shown  in  these 
documents.  We  ask,  again,  that  if  any  exploration,  if  any  development  is  to  occur,  that  the  activities  be 
done  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner. 

Thank  you. 


Mayor  Jim  Vorderstrasse  (BAIO)  (Pages  57-63) 

Ms.  Wisely,  thank  you  for  coming.  Officer  Ahvakana,  it's  a  pleasure.  Commissioner  Rutherford  and  her 
staff,  thanks  for  coming. 

I  know  the  Ikpikpuk  River  area  is  an  area  dear  to  me,  it  goes  back  a  quarter  of  a  century,  actually,  when  I 
was  a  guest  of  the  Everson  family  up  there  and  I  truly  enjoyed  -  still  do  enjoy  that  area.  It's  where  my 
late  father-in-law,  Charlie  Everson,  was  truly  at  home,  along  with  his  wife,  Mary.  And  it's  -  I  had  my 
honeymoon  up  there,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  almost  23  years  ago  and,  you  know,  you  do  the  things 
honeymooners  do,  but  then  in  the  meantime  we  found  an  old  paperback  called  East  of  Eden  and  1  can 
remember  we  read  that  to  each  other,  my  wife  and  1  did,  out  loud.  And  I  was  just  sitting  here  tonight 
reflecting  up  on  that  East  of  Eden.  And  that's  what  this  area  reminds  me  of.  It's  East  of  Eden,  this  has 
been  the  heart  of  the  subsistence  way  of  life  for  the  Inupiat  people  for  many,  many  years. 

And  I  think  of  former  Governor  Hickel's  statement  not  too  long  back,  that  if  Prudhoe  Bay  would  have 
been  in  the  middle  of  Kansas,  200  farmers,  their  lawyers  and  accountants  would  have  controlled  all  the  oil 
wells  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  And  I  thought  to  myself,  well,  to  me,  he's  saying,  200  traditional  subsistence 
families  from  the  North  Slope  should  have  controlled  the  wealth  of  Prudhoe  Bay.  Unfortunately  they 
didn't  know  all  the  tricks  that  go  along  with  Western  society,  so  they  were  kind  of  left  out  of  that  process 
and  their  wealth  had  been  shared  very  generously  with  all  the  rest  of  the  people  of  the  state  of  Alaska  and 
also  the  nation. 

And  like  anytime  when  you're  very  generous  with  something,  a  lot  of  times  it's  not  appreciated.  And 
unfortunately  that's  what  I've  seen  through  the  development  of  Prudhoe  Bay,  the  oil  wealth  that's  been 
spread  out  to  the  state.  I  see  a  lot  of  people,  rather  than  being  happy  that  they  got  that,  they  want  more, 
and  the  place  they're  going  to  get  it  is  off  the  dog-gone  North  Slope.  And  that  why  we're  in  the  situation 
we're  in  right  now  where  we  have  urban  legislatures  (sic)  trying  to  take  the  little  wealth  that  we  have  left 
here  on  the  North  Slope,  they  begrudge  it  of  us,  and  they  want  it  all.  And  I  think  to  myself,  gee,  the 
people  of  the  Slope  really  got  hammered  here.  And  1  think  back  on  it,  the  history  of  Alaska,  the  Russians 
at  one  time  controlled  less  than  1 00  acres  of  land  on  the  mainland  of  Alaska  and  yet  they  sold  that  to  the 
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United  Slates  government.  And  that's  why  BLM  is  here  today,  they  own  Alaska,  but  I  really  don't  think 
they  had  much  claim  on  the  North  Slope. 

But  regardless  of  that,  we  have  to  work  within  our  rules.  And  I  know  there's  little  hope  of  ever  changing 
that,  even  though,  as  you  heard  tonight,  there  are  some  people  that  1   hope  there  is  some  changes  made 
there.  But  this  brings  us  to  NPR-A  and  this  might  be  the  last  chance  for  the  people  of  the  North  Slope  to 
enjoy  some  of  the  oil  wealth  that  is  rightfully  ours.  What  is  the  price  that  we  are  willing  to  pay  for  the 
industrialization  of  our  garden,  basically?  And  the  North    Slope  has  been  a  garden  that  fed  the  families 
of  the  people  here  for  thousands  of  years. 

1  don't  know,  I  can  see  right  now  that  we're  not  going  to  stop  the  powers  that  be  developing  our  country 
here.  Regardless  of  what  we  say  or  do,  I  think  most  of  us  have  come  to  the  realization  that  we  can  only 
put  our  trust  in  the  government,  that  they're  going  to  protect  this  country  that  is  so  dear  to  all  of  us  here. 
And  that  they're  going  to  give  us  what  is  rightfully  our,  our  fair  share.  And  1  understand  that  there's  five 
different  alternates  up  here,  but  as  Mayor  Nageak  said  tonight,  we're  working  to  create  our  version.  And 
it's  hard  to  talk,  and  1  think  Mr.  Brower  alluded  to  that,  that  without  one  specific  preferred  plan  it's  hard  to 
target  on  one  thing. 

But  the  people  of  the  North  Slope  have,  historically,  supported  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  land.  Not  because 
they  were  crazy  about  it,  not  because  they  thought  they  were  going  to  get  anything  out  of  it  but  they 
thought,  gee,  if  we  let  them  develop  the  land  then,  at  least,  they're  not  going  to  be  out  here  in  ocean 
threatening  our  bowhead  whales.  And  1  think  that's  the  feelings  of  inost  of  the  people  here,  gee,  we're  just 
thankful  that,  you  know,  they're  going  to  develop  the  land  instead  of  going  out  into  the  ocean.  And  1 
know  you  still  want  to  do  that,  too.  And  those  deinonstrations  are  a  lot  more  fun  then  these  conferences,  I 
will  say  that.  A  lot  shorter,  too. 

But  I  know,  fortunately,  the  oil  companies  had  developed  new  technology  and  1  appreciate  that  and,  you 
know,  they  can  say  they're  doing  it  for  the  environment,  I  personally  think  they're  doing  it  for  economic 
reasons  because  the  smaller  that  footprint  is,  the  less  taxes  they're  going  to  have  to  pay  the  North  Slope 
Borough.  But  for  whatever  their  reasons,  the  footprint  is  smaller  and  we're  thankful  for  that.   However, 
there's  still  a  certain  amount  of  pollution,  noise  pollution,  venting  of  gas.  I  know  flying  over  Prudhoe 
Bay  1  thought  to  myself,  gee,  this  reminds  of  the  Wizard  of  Oz  when  he  was  in  there  running  all  these 
levers  and  the  fiames  shooting  up.  And  I  think,  gee,  you  know,  we  look  to  Prudhoe  Bay  as  the  Wizard  of 
Oz,  we  thought  they  were  going  to  solve  a  lot  of  our  problems,  but  unfortunately  that  just  hasn't 
happened. 

But  we  still  have  a  chance  with  NPR-A.  I  think  the  people  of  the  North  Slope  are  putting  their  trust  in 
BLM. 

Comment  BAlO-OOl  (Pane  60  Lines  21-25  and  Pane  61  Lines  1-16} 

I  look  at  this  document,  at  first  1  thought  it  was  the  New  York  Telephone  Directory,  but,  you  know,  it's 
very  thorough  in  a  lot  of  respects,  and  then  in  others  I  -  you  know,  1  think,  well,  wait  a  minute,  what  has 
the  California  thistle  that  grows  in  the  backwaters  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  got  to  do  with  -  and  then  I 
think,  gee,  did  some  people  just  stick  a  bunch  of  stuff  in  a  book?  Does  anybody  use  this  document?  And 
then  I  got  to  looking  at  the  mammals,  for  instances,  and  I  might  be  wrong  here,  1  was  going  to  ask  Mr. 
Okomailak  up  there,  talks  about  terrestrial  mammals,  it  talks  about  the  caribou,  moose,  brown  bear,  Dall 
sheep,  musk-ox,  Arctic  fox,  red  fox,  porcupine,  ground  squirrel,  wolverine,  weasel,  wolf,  inarmot,  but  I 
don't  see  the  good  old  avinguk  (ph)  mentioned  anywhere.  Now  maybe  they're  not  around  that  area,  I  don't 
know 

MR.  A.  BROWER,  JR;  (Indiscernible  -  away  froin  microphone) 


MAYOR  VORDERSTRASSE:   Okay.  Well,  the  sisruk  (ph)  1  knew  are  different  than  the  avinguk  (ph), 
but  1  know  that  the  avinguk  (ph),  at  least  in  the  Barrow  region  here,  is  the  basis  of  all  the  food  chain. 

Response  BRlO-001 

Lemming  populations  are  not  likely  to  be  affected  by  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development, 
or  by  other  planning  area  activities  (see  Section  lV.C.9.a.(2)(b)8),  Effects  on  Other  Small 
Mammals.) 

And  to  miss  that  -  maybe  Arnold  was  right,  that  they  got  it  confused  with  something  else,  but  I  thought, 
whoa,  how  good  is  this  document?  1  know  it  was  done  under  a  rush  circumstances,  I  know,  looking 
through  the  economic  impact  1  saw  that  they  identified  that  less  than  one  percent  of  the  population  of 
Barrow  works  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  1  think  they  got  that  right.  But,  you  know,  it  is  a  thorough  document 
though,  but  I  think  it  all  boils  down  to  protecting  the  access  to  the  subsistence  rights,  subsistence  hunting 
grounds.  And  also  the  quality  of  life  out  there  in  the  good  old  Ikpikpuk  River  area  and  that  type  of  area. 

Comment  BAlO-002  (Piij-e  62  Lines  2-8) 

1  see  that  protective  measures,  exploratory  drilling  is  not  allowed  within  1,200  feet  of  any  cabin  or  known 
long-term  campsite.  To  me  I  don't  have  any  scientific  data,  but  I  know  if  we  would  have  had  a  drilling  rig 
within  1,200  feet  of  our  honeymoon  it  sure  wouldn't  have  been  as  great  of  an  experience  as  it  was.  And  1 
hope  that  my  children  can  someday  experience  the  solitude,  the  feeling  of  being  out  there  on  your  own. 

Response  BRlO-002 

Please  see  Response  1669-005. 

It  goes  on.  There's  a  lot  of  lerins  that  1  think  need  further  definition.  Commissioner  Rutherford  alluded  to 
potential  impact  funds.  That  always  scares  me  when  I  hear  potential,  you  know,  that  sounds  good  but, 
you  know,  that  could  evaporate  tomorrow.  And  I  hope  that  that  -  I  mean,  the  municipalities  of  the  North 
Slope  already  had  to  go  to  court  once  to  guarantee  that  those  impact  funds  remain  there.  And  I  would 
hope  that  that  is  protected. 

Comment  BAlO-003  (Pane  62  Lines  17-24) 

1  would  hope  that  -  it  goes  on  to  say  in  your  protective  ineasures  "subsistence  users  will  be  allowed 
reasonable  access  to  oilfields  for  their  activities."  Well,  you  know,  that's  kind  of  --  you  know,  that  could 
be  -  I  don't  see  people  hunting  over  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  I  know  my  brother-in-law  and  1  once  pulled  his  boat 
up  and,  gosh,  we  had  to  jump  through  all  kinds  of  hoops  just  to  put  it  in  the  Arctic  Ocean  and  we  felt  like 
we  were  strangers  in  our  country.  So  I  hope  that  these  can  be  defined  a  little  bit  more. 

Response  BRlO-003 

The  comment  is  partly  addressed  by  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  60,  61,  and  63.  The 
objective  of  this  series  of  stipulations  in  relation  to  subsistence  access  is  to  identify  an  open 
process  through  which  local  communities,  and  the  lessee  will  work  cooperatively  to  define  the 
"reasonable  restrictions"  that  may  be  appropriate  for  a  specific  lease  area.  The  BLM  has 
developed  its  stipulations  based  on  the  consultation  process  which  occurted  in  conjunction 
with  the  ARCO  Alpine  project  and  MMS  Lease  Sale  170. 

Another  concern  was  the  access  to  oilfields.  What  is  an  oilfield?  1  mean,  the  oil  is  under  maybe  our 
cabin,  does  that  mean  we're  going  to  have  to  ask  permission  to  go  to  our  cabin?  I  mean,  is  the  oil  field 
just  the  actual  production  facility  area?  It's  just  a  lot  of  nebulous  terms  that  I  think  need  to  be  nailed 
down. 
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Comment  BAlO-004  (Page  63  Lines  6-25) 

And  then  the  final  thing  that  really  concerns  me  that  we've  had  no  real  test  on  is  "upon  abandonment  or 

expiration  of  a  lease,  oil  field  facilities  must  be  removed  and  the  site  rehabilitated.  BLM  may  determine 

that  soine  facilities  be  retained,  if,  in  the  best  interest  of  the  public."  Now,  you  know,  Prudhoe  Bay  is 

going  to  be  quite  a  chore  for  some  people  to  go  in  there  and  inake  that  pristine  wilderness  again.  Now  we 

haven't  had  that  test  yet.  And  I  wonder,  is  there  any  place  that  actually  has  been  restored?  We  have 

Umiat,  I  don't  think  we  want  to  hold  that  up  as  an  example.  I  mean,  that's  been  cleaned  and  cleaned  and  .^^^  gi^^  Blank 

then  we  find  out  people  buried  stuff,  contractors  buried  stuff  trying  to  beat  the  system  and  now  it's 

coming  up  and  haunting  the  river.  I  just  have  a  real  concern  what  kind  of  retainage  fees  or  what  kind  of 

things  BLM  is  doing  to  guarantee  --  I  know  contractors  in  Prudhoe  Bay  that  went  bankrupt  10  years  age 

and  who  knows  they  might  have  a  mess  there,  I  know.  I  know  there's  going  to  be  people  that  were  here 

when  the  boom  was  on  that  aren't  here  when  it's  time  to  clean  up.  And  1  want  to  make  sure  that  the 

people  of  the  North  Slope  aren't  saddled  with  that. 

Response  BRlO-004 

For  a  coinpany  to  obtain  a  lease,  there  are  bonding  requirements  so  that  funds  are  available  for 
the  cleanup  of  any  activity,  should  the  company  fail  to  do  so  upon  abandoning  that  activity. 
Please  also  see  Response  0907-001 . 
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FAIRBANKS  PUBLIC  HEARING  —  VERBATIM  EXCERPTS  AND  RESPONSE  TO 
COMMENTS 


Dave  Klein  (FA04)  (Pages  21-22) 

Comment  FA04-00J(Pa!'e  21  Lines  24  &  25  and  Piige  22  Lines  1-19) 

I  think  it's  important  that  we  have  better  knowledge  than  currently  exists.  Even  though  I  think  BLM  and 
Fish  and  Game  --  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  other  agencies  have  done  some  excellent 
work  in  providing  information  for  the  EIS,  there's  still  much  more  thai  needs  to  be  known  before  we  can 
make  a  good  judgement  as  to  how  to  proceed  and  what  trade-offs  might  be  involved.  1  think  a  good 
model  for  this  is  the  model  thai  Congress  developed  for  the  coastal  plain  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  providing  a  period  of  five  years  for  both  environmental  studies  as  well  as  assessment  of  the  energy 
resources,  the  geophysical  studies  as  well  that  were  carried  out  so  that  the  American  public  and  Congress 
would  be  in  a  position  to  know  what  trade-offs  might  be  made  if  oil  was  to  be  explored  for  and  developed. 
And  I  think  that  kind  of  information  is  needed  by  the  American  public.  And  1  don't  think  there's  an 
adequate  basis  at  this  time  to  make  that  kind  of  a  judgment.  And  that  kind  of  information,  if  it's  available 
and  exploration  is  to  proceed,  would  allow  for  a  much  more  sensitive  exploration  with  a  much  greater, 
much  greater,  reduction  in  impact  on  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  region. 

Response  PA04-00I 

As  indicated  by  the  draft  lAP/EIS,  a  considerable  amount  of  data  related  to  the  NPR-A  already 
exists.  Section  lO."),  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976  (PL  94-258), 
required  studies  to  be  undertaken  to  "determine  the  best  overall  procedures  to  be  used  in  the 
development,  production,  transportation,  and  distribution  of  petroleum  resources  in  the 
reserve."  Studies  were  conducted  and  formed  the  basis  for  the  EIS  conducted  in  1 983,  this 
EIS,  and  ongoing  studies  that  have  been  conducted  since  1983.  There  is  adequate  data  to 
determine  the  tradeoffs.  The  Preferred  Alternative  also  provides  for  an  ongoing  research  and 
monitoring  program  to  add  to  the  knowledge  base  of  NPR-A,  and  the  impacts  of  oil-  and  gas- 
related  activities. 

So  I  thank  you  very  much  for  the  chance  to  say  a  few  words. 


Jim  Plaquet  (FA09)  (Pages  35-37) 

Could  I  get  all  my  brothers  and  sisters  of  organized  labor  to  stand,  pipe  fitters,  laborers,  operators?  My 
natne  is  Jim  Plaquet.  I'ln  a  Business  Agent  for  the  Operating  Engineers  Local  302.  I  reside  at  1444 
Second  Avenue.  Like  I  said,  my  name  is  Jim  Plaquet,  and  I'm  representing  all  these  Fairbanks  men  and 
women  who  are  standing  up. 

The  petroleum  industry  is  an  invaluable  component  of  Alaska's  and  Fairbanks'  economy.  With  Prudhoe 
Bay  oil  reserves  in  decline,  it  is  essential  that  all  new  areas  be  opened  for  oil  exploration  and 
development. 

The  oil  industry  in  Prudhoe  Bay  has  a  proven  record  of  environmental  excellence  that  can't  be  compared 
to  anywhere  in  the  worid.  I  encourage  BLM  to  move  forward  with  the  lease  sale  in  the  National 
Petroleum  Reserve  in  1998. 

We,  the  Fairbanks  workers,  want  to  go  on  record  in  support  of  Alternative  E,  all  lands  available  for  oil 
and  gas  leasing.  We  oppose  the  creation  of  new  special  areas  or  expanding  existing  special  areas.  The  oil 


and  gas  industry  has  made  tremendous  technological  strides.  Advancements  such  as  directional  and 
extended-reach  drilling  and  seismic  exploration  make  environmentally  safe  development  possible  in 
virtually  any  location. 

If  oil  exploration  and  development  in  Alaska  is  stified,  we  ultimately  stifie  the  Alaska  economy. 
Countless  people,  both  directly  and  indirectly  working  for  the  oil  industry  will  suffer  financial  demise. 
We  Fairbanks  workers  have  house  payments  and  other  bills  to  pay  and  the  loss  of  these  jobs  would  have  a 
devastating  negative  impact  to  us  and  our  coimnunity.  Oil  industry  jobs  have  provided  the  needed 
employment  for  Fairbanks  workers  to  support  their  families.  The  tax  base  provided  by  Fairbanks  workers 
has  allowed  area  residents  through  tax  dollars  to  sustain  local  businesses,  schools,  hospitals,  and  other 
essential  community  services. 

Once  again,  1  encourage  BLM  to  move  forward  with  the  lease  sale  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in 
1 998  with  area  wide  leases.  Opening  the  NPR  is  good  for  the  country  and  for  all  of  us  that  live  in  Alaska. 

Thank  you. 


Fred  Hettinger  (FAI9)  (Pages  54-56) 

Yes,  Thank  you.  I'm  Fred  Hefiinger,  and  I'm  from  Fairbanks.  And  I'm  here,  I'm  in  support  of 
Alternative  E.  There's  a  lot  of  people  that  don't  want  roads  or  anything  built  up  there.  1  hope  they  build  a 
road  right  up  through  the  center  of  it  so  1  can  drive  up  there  and  look  at  it. 

As  far  as  harming  the  wildlife  and  stuff,  just  like  Fairbanks  here,  if  we  all  left  tomorrow,  the  wildlife 
would  walk  around  here  like  we'd  never  been  here.  And  I  don't  know  what's  wrong  with  these  people  that 
think  we're  hurting  too  much. 

There's  a  lot  of  union  members  here,  and  1  hope  you  -  I'm  not  a  union  member,  but  I  hope  you  all  speak 
becau.se  most  of  you  want  to  hide  behind  your  leadership  and  walk  away;  and  you  ought  to  talk.  Because 
everybody  belter  say  that  they  want  a  livelihood.  And  1  want  that  oil.   I  want  the  revenues  for  the  State  of 
Alaska  so  I  don't  have  to  pay  so  dam  many  taxes,  and  I  can  get  the  benefits  that  they  give  me  because  I  do 
get  some  benefits.  And  I'm  all  for  development.  And  Alternative  E  is  the  only  way  to  go. 

Comment  FA19-001  (Page  55  Lines  1-14) 

As  a  inatter  of  fact,  they're  talking  about  these  helicopters,  they  don't  want  the  oil  companies  fiying  them 
certain  inonths  of  the  year.  Well,  let's  not  let  BLM  fiy  thein  either.  L-et's  not  let  any  of  these  wilderness 
lovers  like  -  that  want  to  go  up  there  and  study  caribou  fly  around  with  helicopters  either.  Let's  have  the 
saine  rules  for  all.   Let's  not  have  any  of  these  jerks  like  Mariin  Perkins  up  there  with  a  helicopter  running 
around  making  a  movie  scaring  the  hell  out  of  the  animals,  too. 

So  1  think  that  maybe  we  ought  to  ~  if  we're  going  to  look  at  this,  if  the  oil  companies  have  to  play  by 
certain  rules,  let's  let  all  the  federal  agencies  and  everybody  play  by  the  same  ones,  and  keep  those 
helicopters  off  of  there  if  they  want  it  that  way. 

Response  FAI9-001 

Preferred  Alternatives  A  through  E,  Stipulation  54  in  the  draft  is  one  of  several  that  resulted 
from  a  workshop  to  address  possible  mitigation  measures  to  the  impacts  of  petroleum 
development  on  caribou  and  waterfowl.  The  panel  on  waterfowl,  concerned  about  disturbance 
of  molting  geese,  was  trying  to  determine  the  level  of  helicopter  activity  that  could  be  allowed 
without  adverse  impacts.  Past  studies  clearly  showed  that  helicopters  disrupt  goose-feeding 
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behavior,  and  suggcsl  Ihal  at  some  level  that  effect  could  result  in  greater  inorlalily 
during  migration.  Current  data  are  inadequate  to  determine  how  different  disturbance 
levels  affect  mortality.  The  panel  worked  under  the  knowledge  that  some  agency  flights 
were  necessary  during  the  molt  season  for  management  for  petroleum  development. 
However,  after  an  oil  industry  representative  stated  that  they  would  not  need  helicopters 
during  the  molt  season,  the  panel  subsequently  set  the  stipulation  at  zero  flights  for 
oil/gas  lessees  instead  of  attempting  to  use  inadequate  data  to  determine  a  protective 
threshold. 

In  the  Preferred  Alternative,  the  restriction  on  helicopter  use  has  been  changed.  Preferred 
Alternative  Stipulation  53  suspends  helicopter  flights  for  all  BLM-permitted  operations, 
instead  of  just  for  oil  and  gas  lessees.  This  still  would  allow  agency  flights  that  are  necessary 
to  meet  mandates  for  resource  management  (i.e.,  scientific  surveys  by  FWS,  BLM,  and 
ADF&G).  However,  those  (lights  would  first  be  evaluated  to  assess  whether  they  could  be 
conducted  at  a  different  lime  of  year.  If  not,  could  the  flights  be  routed  within  the  Goose 
Moiling  LUEA  in  such  a  way  as  to  have  the  least  impact  on  geese,  while  still  accomplishing 
the  mission. 

And  1  don't  want  to  deny  anybody  who's  got  any  rights  there  already,  any  rights.  They  should  be  able  to 
do  whatever  they  been  doing  in  the  past.  But,  you  know,  this  stuff  about  pipelines  polluting,  that's  a 
bunch  of  garbage.  That's  -  I  haven't  seen  much  pollution  from  that  pipeline  at  all.  And  let's  see  -  yeah,  I 
don't  want  the  area  closed.  And  these  people  want  to  run  up  there  with  dog  sleds  and  stuff  and  -  or  run 
around  the  world  with  dog  sleds.  Dog  -  I  got  to  listen  to  dogs  bark  all  the  time.  I  don't  like  listening  to 
sled  dogs.  And  I  don't  like  them  dropping  their  feces  in  my  yard  and  stuff,  so  there's  another  way  to  look 
at  these  dogs,  too.  And  so  any  development  up  there  is  going  to  be  transient  within  100  years  it'll 
probably  be  gone.  And  the  animals  up  there  won't  even  notice  that  we've  been  there.  So  let's  develop  it. 


Dave  Duhart  (FA20)  (Pages  56-58) 

Dave  Duhart,  private  citizen.  And  I  just  got  done  working  on  Alpine  and  Badami  and  Warthog,  and  I 
thought  I'd  share  some  information  on  what  I  learned  up  there. 

I'm  an  environmentalist,  but  I  get  my  money  from  the  oil  companies.  Some  people  might  consider  that 
hypocritical.  And  10  years  ago,  I  would've  too,  because  ARCO  and  BP  had  no  environmental  program  at 
all.  They  had  reserve  pits,  and  dumped  the  mud  right  over  the  side  out  on  the  Cook  Inlet,  but  a  lot  has 
changed.  1  mean  not  just  that  we  recycle  glass  and  paper  and  batteries  and  light  bulbs  and  everything 
else,  but  solid  waste  disposal  is  taking  care  of  the  reserve  pit.  So  that  was  a  great,  great  environmental 
malfunction  that's  been  —  we  re-inject  our  oil  solids  which  helps  bring  the  oil  to  the  surface,  and  you  use 
less  surface  of  the  pad  along  with  directional  drilling,  like  someone  else  has  mentioned.  But  I  don't  think 
that  they've  mentioned  side-track  drilling  where  you  could  put  a  small  pad  and  drill  out  four  miles,  360 
degrees.  It's  going  to  make  for  less  pads  and  less  environmental  impact  up  there. 

First  before  1  could  even  go  to  Alpine,  1  had  to  go  to  school  here  and  get  these  environmental  cards. 
Here's  a  little  eight  hour  TAPS  class,  where  they  tell  you  how  to  act.  And  here's  a  40-hour  hazardous 
waste  card  that  shows  that  if  you  wreck  the  environment  or  do  anything  out  of  line,  aloha,  you're  fired. 
Here's  an  eight-hour  BP  card.  It's  more  of  the  same,  really.  Here's  a  40-hour  hazardous  card,  which 
allows  me  to  respond  in  case  there's  a  spill.  And  blah,  blah,  blah.  You  can't  even  get  a  job  now  unless 
you're  environmentally  aware.  In  other  words,  if  you  walk  on  the  tundra,  you  get  a  warning,  even  though 
the  caribou  do  it  all  the  lime.  If  you  walk  on  the  tundra  one  lime,  you  get  a  warning.  You  do  it  again, 
you're  fired.   If  you  feed  a  fox  or  leave  your  garbage  out,  you're  fired.   If  you  drive  a  truck  there,  they  give 
you  a  little  liner  thai  you  put  in  the  back  of  your  truck.  It's  a  3  x  3  visqueen  liner.  And  if  you  park  your 


truck  and  you  don't  put  your  liner  under  the  engine  to  catch  the  dripping  oil,  you're  fired.  That's  it. 
They're  just  not  going  to  put  up  with  it  anymore.  When  you  fill  your  tank  up,  if  you  don't  have  your  liner 
under  the  nozzle,  and  oil  drips  onto  the  ground  and  you  don't  report  it,  you're  fired.  1  wonder  how  many 
containments  are  under  the  cars  out  here  in  the  parking  lot  today.   I'd  assume  that  more  oil  is  going  to  be 
dripped  in  this  parking  lot  than  the  whole  Sadlerochit  Field  up  north. 

Anyway,  1  know  you  guys  can't  make  a  final  decision  on  this.  It's  a  public  forum  and  it  doesn't  mean 
anything.  But  let's  just  say  that  20  percent  of  the  nation's  oil  is  produced  in  Prudhoe  Bay,  okay?  And  the 
Sadlerochit  Field  and  the  Kuparuk  Field  are  diminishing.  Now,  Badami,  Alpine,  the  Lisbume  and  the 
Endicott,  if  you  study  the  record  of  their  environmental  impact,  I  think  you'll  find  it's  really,  really 
excellent.  The  last  10  years  they've  become  so  much  more  environmentally  aware.  And  we  want  to  get 
away  from  thinking  that  these  oil  field  fat  cats  are  just  cigar  smoking 

carpet-bagging  interlopers.  They're  not.  They're  geologists  and  they're  laborers  and  they're  operators  and 
they're  technicians.  And  they  care  about  this  land  because  we  all  live  in  it.  And  we  no  more  think  of 
trashing  it  than  we  would  of  changing  our  oil  in  the  driveway  and  letting  it  seep  into  the  ground. 

So  1  support  Alternative  E    I  think  we've  proven  we  can  get  the  oil  out  of  the  ground  with  very  minimal 
environmental  impact,  and  we're  going  to  have  to  meet  the  energy  in  the  21st  century.  If  we  don't  produce 
it  now,  when  are  we  going  to  produce  it? 

Thanks  for  your  time. 


Jon  Miller  (FA24)  (Pages  67-71) 

My  name  is  Jon  Miller.   1  live  here  in  Fairbanks,  2630  Home  Run.  Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
comment  on  this  very  important  document  tonight.  The  summary  of  the  Draft  BIS  begin  with  the  words, 
"Dear  reader,  welcome  and  thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  future  of  Arctic  Alaska."  These  are  indeed 
apt  words  because  what  happens  to  the  NPR-A  will  indeed  effect  a  major  portion  of  the  North  Slope  of 
Alaska. 

I'd  like  to  make  three  points  about  the  Petroleum  Reserve  and  the  Draft  EIS.  The  first  is  that  the 
Petroleum  Reserve  is  a  magnificent  wilderness  area.  And  together  with  the  Noatak  and  gates  of  the  Arctic 
conservation  areas  to  the  south,  it's  the  largest  expanse  in  de  facto  wilderness  that  we  have  in  the  state  and 
in  the  country. 

Two  companions  and  I  spent  six  weeks  crossing  the  NPR-A  from  Kasegaluk  Lagoon  in  the  west  to 
Prudhoe  Bay  in  the  east.  We  did  that  by  lining  our  boats  up  the  Utukok  and  then  taking  advantage  of  that 
elevation  by  floating  down  the  Colville.  It  was  —  we  spent  40  days  without  seeing  another  human  being. 
We  didn't  even  see  a  small  plane  fiy  overhead.  It  was  fantastic.  We  spent  that  time  in  the  company  of 
wolves,  grizzlies,  caribou,  musk-oxen,  down  near  the  Beaufort  Sea.  And  when  we  reached  the  Colville 
River  delta,  there  was  no  mistake  that  we'd  come  to  the  end  of  that  wilderness  journey.  The  first  night 
that  we  were  on  the  delta,  we  could  see  flares  from  -  40  gas  fiares  to  the  east  in  the  Kuparuk  and  the 
Oliktok  Fields.  This  country  is  not  country  where  you  can  hide  the  artifacts  of  humans  very  well.  You 
can  see  a  long,  long  ways. 

Make  no  mistake,  the  NPR-A  is  a  national  treasure  and  the  merits  of  costs  of  opening  these  public  lands 
for  oil  development  by  private  corporation  should  be  very  carefully  weighed  by  the  public.  The  rushed 
schedule,  scarcity  of  public  hearings  around  the  country  and  general  shortage  of  publicity  about  the 
NPR-A  all  preclude  the  public  making  an  informed  decision,  I  feel. 
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I  would  urge  that  BLM  choose  Alternative  A,  no  oil  and  gas  lease  sales  at  this  time  in  order  to  protect 
public  interest  from  overly  hasty  review  process.  And  1  do  emphasize  at  this  time  I'm  not  suggesting  that 
the  entire  area  is  suitable  for  wilderness  designation,  but  I  believe  the  process  to  dale  has  been  entirely 
inadequate  for  the  public  to  make  an  informed  decision. 

Comment  FA  24-001  (Pcit-es  69  Lines  5-23} 

My  second  point  is  that  the  Draft  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  expanding 
oil  production  on  wildlife  recreation  and  traditional  subsistence  activities  across  the  entire  North  Slope.  It 
does  little  to  explain,  predict,  or  plan  how  the  alternative  management  scenarios  described  herein  will 
actually  affect  Arctic  Alaska  beyond  the  limits  of  the  planning  area. 

Finally,  EIS  should  make  a  concerted  attempt  to  pla  -  excuse  me,  a  concerted  attempt  to  place  its 
alternative  management  plans  in  a  larger  temporal  and  geographic  content.  For  example,  development  of 
the  northeast  portion  of  the  Resen-e,  which  we're  considering  today,  will  intensify  pressure  to  continue 
expanding  westward.  Eventually  coal  and  mineral  extraction  in  the  southern  and  western  portion  of  the 
Reser\'e  will  become  economically  feasible.  The  fact  that  oil  production  today  will  pre-dispose  further 
development  later  is  not  even  mentioned  in  the  Draft.  This  seems  to  me  to  be  an  example  of  a  general 
failure  to  accurately  describe  and  predict  important  cumulative  impacts. 

Response  FA24-001 

The  cumulative  analysis  has  been  expanded.  Please  refer  to  Section  IV. H. 

Third  and  last,  the  Petroleum  Reserve  was  set  aside  to  provide  petroleum  reserves  during  a  time  of 
national  need.     Since  large  oil  reserves  are  not  present  as  originally  anticipated,  it  cannot  fulfill  this 
purpose.  \{  was  never  intended  to  serve  the  ends  of  corporate  profit,  and  I  would  suggest  that  the 
wilderness,  wildlife,  recreation  and  subsistence  values  are  far  a  greater  and  more  lasting  resource  than 
even  the  large  amounts  of  oil  that  originally  expected  to  be  there. 

I  would  urge  BLM  to  consider  the  long-term  public  good  and  to  make  a  much  more  concerted  effort  to 
involve  the  public  in  the  decision-making  process  prior  to  deciding  the  fate  of  these  important  public 
lands.  And  to  this  end,  I  urge  you  to  adopt  Management  Option  A,  which  leaves  the  greatest  room  for 
further  planning.  I  also  hope  that  the  Final  EIS  will  contain  a  much  more  thorough  description  of 
long-term  cumulative  impacts  and  the  protective  and  mitigating  measures  that  can  be  taken  to  reduce 
detrimental  impacts  on  wildlife  wilderness  subsistence  and  recreation  values.  And  if  1  have  -  do  I 
have 

MS.  FOX:  Yes,  go  ahead. 

Comment  FA24-002  (Page  70  Lines  20-25  and  Page  71  Lines  1-11) 

MR.  J.  MILLER:  Just  as  a  postscript,  the  alternatives,  other  than  Alternative  A,  describe  three  different 
possible  levels  of  protection  for  the  Colville  River  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river.  And  during  the  three  weeks 
or  so  that  we  floated  down  the  river,  every  day  we  climbed  one  of  the  wonderful  bluffs  that  were  available 
alongside  of  the  river  and  look  out  over  some  of  the  vastest  expanses  of  undisturbed  land  I've  ever  seen 
anywhere.  Magnificent  country.  The  scale  is  staggering,  even  by  Alaskan  standards,  day-after-day. 

Well,  we  spent  two  days  once,  and  probably  50  river  miles  we  could  see  a  very  small  while  shack  off  in 
the  distance  that  was  some  sort  of  —  I  don't  know,  some  sort  of  human  structure.  For  two  days  we  could 
see  that.  Well,  when  they  talk  about  a  half  mile  buffer,  scenic  buffer,  along  the  wild  and  scenic  river, 
that's  rather  absurd  in  my  estimation.  How  about  a  20  mile  buffer  instead  if  you  really  want  to  preserve 
the  wild  character  of  the  river? 


Response  FA24-002 

The  scenic  buffer  is  based  on  the  position  of  being  on  the  river,  not  climbing  to  a  high  point  on 
the  bluffs.  The  Colville  River  was  found  "unsuitable"and  is  not  proposed  for  wild  and  scenic 
river  status  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

Thank  you  very  much. 


Roger  Siglin  (FA27)  (Pages  80-81) 

Others  have  covered  my  concerns  about  protecting  the  beauty  of  the  land  and  the  natural  resources  that  it 
supports.  Now,  I'm  not  personally  wise  enough  to  know  if  in  the  long  run,  and  I  mean  the  real  long  run, 
it  makes  more  sense  to  preserve  the  land  as  it  is  or  develop  its  oil  and  gas  resources.  But  1  think  I'm  wise 
enough  to  know  that  it  makes  no  sense  to  develop  those  resources  in  the  short  run.  We  are  already 
wasting  non-renewable  resources  at  the  fastest  possible  rate.  And  if  future  generations  remember  or 
condemn  us  for  one  thing,  that  will  be  -  that  will  probably  be  it.  What  is  really  the  issue  here  is 
industry's  desire  to  tie  up  as  much  of  the  public's  natural  resources  as  quickly  as  possible,  and  at  the 
cheapest  possible  price.  And  any  claims  of  doing  this  for  the  good  of  the  country  are  just  a  smoke 
screen. 

What  surprises  and  disappoints  me  is  the  support  industry  gets  from  people  who  1  think  should  know 
better.  In  the  case  of  the  politicians  who  need  industry's  dollars  to  support  them,  it's  not  surprising,  1 
guess.  But  the  vast  majority  of  us  should  be  concerned  with  leaving  our  children  and  grandchildren 
options  for  the  future  in  a  world  rich  in  natural  resources  of  all  kinds.  Let's  let  them  decide  which  is  more 
precious,  wild  lands  or  a  few  days  more  of  oil  and  gas.  1  support  the  no  action  alternative. 

Thank  you. 
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NUIQSUT  PUBLIC  HEARING  —  VERBATIM  EXCERPTS  AND  RESPONSES  TO 
COMMENTS 


statements  about  present-day  sealing  practices,  made  by  Thomas  Napageak  and  Ruth 
Nukapigak,  from  the  NPR-A  Nuiqsut  Pubhc  Hearing,  January  14,  1998. 


From  Translation  of  Public  Hearing  Testimony 


Thomas  Napageak  (NQ02) 

Thank  you.  My  name  is  Thomas  Napageak,  a  resident  of  Nuiqsut.  I  am  going  to  talk  this  evening  as  the 
President  of  the  Native  Village  of  Nuiqsut.  First  of  all,  when  BLM  people  came,  I  spoke  in  English  as 
well  as  writing  on  paper. 

Comment  NQ02-00J 

I  do  not  see  in  this  draft  the  things  we  spoke  about  al  the  previous  meeting.  What  the  people  of  Nuiqsut 
said  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  materials  here.  You  heard  Nelson  indicate  that  we  talk  about  those  that 
could  have  negative  impact  on  us.  To  name  a  few  of  them,  there  is  what  you  hunt  in  terms  of  game.  In 
1972,  you  residents  of  Nuiqsut  made  a  decision  to  return  to  your  ancestral  grounds,  the  home  of  your 
parents.  It  was  not  the  North  Slope  Borough  who  decided  for  you.  You  decided  on  your  own  to  come  here 
to  live.  They  are  saying  that  it  was  the  North  Slope  Borough  who  moved  you  residents  here.  That,  they're 
saying  is  how  Nuiqsut  got  started.  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  subsidized  you,  giving  you  the  grub 
to  make  the  trip  here  back  in  1972  so  that  you  could  reclaim  the  land  where  your  ancestors  lived. 


Response  NQ02-00J 

The  text  in  Sections  lll.C.3.b(5)  and  1 

Comment  NQ02-002 


I.e. 4. a  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 


Those  that  they  would  like  to  take  away  from  us  begin  with  the  whales  although  they  spoke  well  about 
whaling  itself.  That  is,  the  beluga.  The  report  says  that  although  we  try  to  hunt  the  beluga  whales,  we  do 
not  catch  them.  I  don't  recall  a  time  when  I  went  hunting  for  beluga  whales.  I've  never  seen  a  beluga  here. 
But  they've  written  in  the  report  that  we  are  a  people  who  normally  hunt  beluga  whales.  That  is  an  error 
on  their  part. 

Response  NQ02-002 

Section  lll.C.b(3)(b),  Beluga  Whales,  has  been  changed  to  indicate  that  beluga  whales  are  not 
significant  to  the  subsistence  cycle. 

Comment  NQ02-003 

On  the  seals,  you  young  people  know  that  when  the  river  floods,  it  starts  flowing  out  into  the  ocean  in 
front  of  our  village  affecting  the  seals  that  include  the  bearded  seals  in  the  spring  month  of  June.  In  their 
report,  they  have  written  about  Henry  Nashaknik  making  a  report.  You  have  heard  Nelson  telling  us  to 
talk  about  those  that  will  be  impacting  our  lives.  Henry  Nashaknik's  report  is  talking  about  a  place  that  is 
seventy-five  to  one  hundred  miles  away,  east  of  here,  at  a  place  called  McClure  Islands  and  saying  that  it 
is  the  only  place  where  seals  are  hunted.  At  a  place  called  Sikfaqtitaq  when  people  like  Nukapigak  were 
still  living  they  used  to  go  there  to  hunt  for  seals.  Whereas  we,  those  of  us  who  live  here,  our  concerns 
haven't  been  recorded  from  what  I  see  right  here. 

Response  NQ02-003 

The  tc.\t  in  Section  llI.C..3b(.'?)(c),  Seals,  has  been  changed.  Statements  by  Henry  Nashanknik 
and  Bruce  Nukapigak  about  sealing  practices  in  the  past  have  been  deleted,  and  updated  with 


Comment  NQ02-004 

Right  now  we  are  located  on  26A  unit  and  that  was  where  we  were  put  when  the  Department  of  Fish  & 
Game  distributed  the  lands.  The  report  says  that  when  duck  hunting  season  arrives,  we  go  hunting  for 
ducks.  Canadian  geese  and  the  black  brant  are  listed  as  endangered  species.  Because  we  have  always 
hunted  the  black  brant,  we  have  been  put  in  the  report  as  such.  And  that's  a  bogus  statement.  Obie  and 
Nageak  did  that  statement.  They  are  right  here.  That  is  what  the  employees  of  the  North  Slope  Borough 
arc  treating  us  like.  Our  people  are  being  fined  for  hunting  the  black  brant  and  they're  trying  to  put  our 
people  in  jail.  You  know  that.  We  live  in  26  Unit  A.  There  is  quite  a  few,  including  people  like  Kowalski, 
who  have  reported  about  our  hunting.  People  like  Obie  and  Nageak  (Ben  Nageak  when  he  used  to  be 
working  for  the  Wildlife  Management).  1  am  not  finished  talking  about  everything  they  said  we  did  with 
hunting  ducks  and  geese.  They  went  on  to  say  that  we  hunt  oldsquaw  and  the  pintail  ducks.  Who  here  can 
say  that  they  hunt  pintail  ducks?  Who  here  has  hunted  the  pintail  ducks?  That  is  what  has  been  put  in  the 
draft  EIS  here.  Pintail  ducks,  whoever  at  those?  Have  you?  I  know  you  resided  here. 

Response  NQ02-004 

The  text  in  Section  IIl.C.3.b{3)(h),  Subsistence,  has  been  rewritten  to  delete  "oldsquaw"  and 
"pintail"  from  the  list  of  waterfowl  species  harvested  by  subsistence  hunters.  The  text  includes 
more  recent  statements  from  the  NPR-A  Nuiqsut  Public  Hearing,  January  14,  1998,  These 
statements  by  Thomas  Napageak,  Nelson  Ahvakana,  and  Ruth  Nukapigak  refiect  current 
harvest  practices  of  waterfowl.  Tables  III. C. 3-1  and  III.C.3-9  have  been  changed  to  reflect 
these  comments,  as  well. 

Nelson  Ahvakana:  Don't  point  to  me.  I'm  just  here. 

Thomas  Napageak:  I  am  grateful  for  Sarah  and  Samuel  Kunaknana  who  have  had  the  courage  to  speak 
when  they  have  in  the  past.  What  they  put  in  the  report  is  not  as  long  as  it  should  be. 

Comment  NQ02-005 

They  stated  in  the  report  that  Kuukpik  was  the  only  place  where  fishing  was  done.  Nelson,  you  know,  in 
the  summer  when  it  is  time  to  fish  for  large,  round-nosed  whitefish  the  place  called  Tillabruaq  gets  filled 
with  them  as  well  as  the  entrance  to  Itqieiq.  Nibliq  river  gets  filled  with  nets  all  the  way  to  the  point  where 
it  begins.  We  do  not  go  to  Kuukpieuk  in  the  summer  months.  Then  we  enter  Fish  creek  and  that  is  where 
hunting  sites  and  cabins  have  been  built.  That  is  where  they  build  racks  for  drying  fish  and  for  drying 
caribou  meat.  That  is  what  is  not  found  in  their  report.  I  see  that  they  have  reported  about  Uvlutuuq.  Do 
you  know  where  Uvlutuuq  is  located? 

Response  NQ02-005 

The  text  in  Section  Ill.C.3.b(3)(g),  Fish,  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the  comments  made  by 
Thomas  Napageak,  Sarah  Kunaknana,  and  Ruth  Nukapigak  to  include  the  correct  locations 
and  seasons  for  fishing. 


Nelson  Ahvakana:  Yes,  I  know  where  it  is. 

Thomas  Napageak:  They  have  said  in  the  report  that  Uvlutuuq  is  the  place  where  we  do  our  hunting 
when  boating  season  arrives. 
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Sarah  Kunaknana:  We  have  not  gone  to  Uvlutuuq  to  do  our  boating. 


Ruth  Nukapigak  (NQ04) 


Thomas  Napageak:  It  is  written  in  this  document  here.  Examples  such  as  these  are  what  hurt  me  deep 
inside  emotionally.  Where  arc  our  speeches  that  we  made?  Fuel  and  gasolene  used  to  run  our 
snowmachines  and  outboard  motors  run  high  as  part  of  our  expenses. 

Comment  NQ02-006 

The  report  they  compiled  as  the  Nuiqsut  household  expenditures  on  subsistence  activities.  These  result 
include  only  those  households  that  participated  in  census  survey.  Probably  no  one  spends  more  than 
$  1 0,000.00.  A  snowmachine  alone  costs  about  that  much.  An  evinrude  $  1 2,000.00.  Those  are  what  we 
use  to  hunt.  They  think  that  wc  don't  spend  a  lot  of  money  to  subsist  here.  We  longer  use  oars  to  do  our 
hunting  when  we  arc  in  our  boats.  We  use  evinrude  outboard  motors.  We  don't  hunt  pintail  ducks.  I'm 
sorry-l  am  not  a  person  who  hunts  pintail  ducks. 

Response  NQ02-006 

The  text  just  after  Section  III.C.3.b(3)(i)  has  been  revised  to  include  Thomas  Napageak's 
statement  about  subsistence  expenses  being  higher  for  the  average  subsistence  hunter  in 
Nuiqsut  than  Figure  III.C.3-13  indicates. 

Nelson  Ahvakana:  I  don't  think  that  I  have  ever  shot  a  pintail  duck  as  far  as  1  have  been  alive. 

Thomas  Napageak:  I  spoke  earlier  about  us  living  in  an  area  known  as  26  A  Unit.  You  all  know  that  that 
area  is  being  controlled  by  the  Department  of  Fish  &  Wildlife.  Arnold,  you  are  aware  of  that.  The 
statement  reads  Brower,  Obie. 

Comment  NQ02-007 

It  states  further  that  we  start  hunting  for  moose  in  the  month  of  July  through  October.  In  26A  Unit,  we 
were  told  by  Fish  &  Game  to  begin  hunting  after  August  1"  for  moose.  We  may  break  the  rules  from  time 
to  time,  but  I  can  say  that  we  do  not  go  that  far  as  the  report  is  saying  right  here.  I  want  you  all  lo  know 
that.  It  says  that  when  Kuukpik  water  starts  going  down  and  depleting  as  they  hunt  for  moose,  they  would 
stop  hunting  because  of  the  conditions  making  thein  stop  such  as  an  inability  to  carry  moose  on  our  backs 
and  travel  by  snowmachine  is  difficult. 

Response  NQ02-007 

The  text  in  Section  Ill.C.3.b(3)(i),  Moose,  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the  proper  season  and 
practice  for  hunting  moose  by  Nuiqsut  subsistence  hunters. 

Iqalliqpik  goes  all  the  way  lo  Judy  Creek,  you  know  that.  (?).  And  they're  saying  that  they  are  hunting 
grounds.  What  they  said  about  fishing  for  whilefish  at  Kuukpik  is  true.  While  that  is  true,  it  is  most  true 
that  another  place  where  they  fish  for  whitefish  is  Nuiqsabruaq.  You  also  know  that  from  here  all  the  way 
to  the  end  of  (?)  those  fishing  for  whitefish  would  fish  from  the  frozen  waters.  I  don't  see  it  recorded  in 
here.  I  am  talking  about  those  that  could  hurt  us. 

Nelson  Ahvakana:  That's  good.  That's  what  they  want  to  hear.  Keep  talking  about  them. 

Thomas  Napageak:  These  five  that  they  are  presenting,  I've  only  talked  about  just  a  part  of  the  whole 
picture,  without  them  fixing  their  report,  you  people  read  them  by  finding  out  where  Nuiqsut  is  located 
and  correct  them.  1  cannot  even  begin  lo  choose  one  from  the  five  they  are  presenting  to  us  that  pertains  to 
our  lives.  Thank  you. 


I  was  listening  to  them  say  that  we  hunt  ducks.  I  have  been  hunting  game  for  many  many  years.  It  is 
because  I  love  to  hunt  that  I  am  still  doing  it  to  this  day.  I  love  to  go  fishing.  I  love  lo  follow  my  son  Jonah 
every  year  just  when  the  ice  begins  moving  down  there  and  it  takes  us  one  hour  travel  time  to  get  there. 
That  is  where  we  go  to  hunt  for  seals.  The  distance  is  quite  far  traveling  one  hour  from  here  to  there  but 
we  make  it.  The  residents  of  Nuiqsut  use  Fish  Creek  in  their  subsistence  activities.  In  addition  Nibliq  area 
is  used  extensively  where  they  do  their  fishing  and  in  the  summer  months  when  the  fish  enter  it,  fish  nets 
can  be  seen  all  the  way  down. 

When  Alpine  was  said  to  be  beginning  despite  the  arguments  we  had  with  the  oil  companies  against  it, 
they  are  not  honest  with  us.  I  am  going  to  call  them  dishonest  people.  Wildlife  Service  employees,  in 
particular,  are  the  ones  who  have  treated  us  in  the  same  way  too.  They  do  this  by  drafting  materials 
without  our  knowledge.  Wildlife  Service  employees  have  allies  with  Helmet's  Camp.  When  you  go  into 
their  homes  you  will  see  on  the  second  fioor  of  that  house  every  kind  of  stuffed  ducks.  There  are  all  kinds 
of  ducks  that  you  will  see  there  on  display  on  the  second  floor  of  that  house.  A  person  can  see  them  there. 
I  saw  them  when  someone  took  me  to  the  second  fioor  of  that  house.  He  probably  is  the  one  who  creates 
trouble  for  us  residents  of  Nuiqsut  because  they  have  people  like  them  to  do  their  hunting  for  them  when 
hunting  season  comes.  And  when  they  reported  in  the  documents  that  it  is  a  fact  that  we  hunt  pintail 
ducks,  I  thought  how  untrue  those  reports  were.  We  do  not  even  touch  the  pintail  ducks  which  we  see  in 
our  village.  They  can  be  seen  just  outside  our  homes  in  small  puddles  of  water.  This  spring  things  have 
been  different  in  our  village.  We  have  not  have  as  many  pintail  ducks  as  ptarmigans. 

Comment  NQ04-00I 

But  there  have  been  small  birds  seen  here  that  normally  aren't  seen  every  year.  They  must  have  come 
from  somewhere.  I  also  got  angry  when  they  said  earlier  of  how  we  residents  of  Nuiqsut  hunt  for  eggs.  We 
do  not  hunt  for  duck  eggs 

Response  NQ04-00J 

The  text  in  Section  III.C.3.b(3)(h),  Birds,  has  deleted  any  mention  that  Nuiqsut  subsistence 
harvesters  hunt  for  duck  or  goose  eggs.  Tables  111. C. 3-1  and  III. C. 3-9  have  been  changed  lo 
reflect  these  comments,  as  well. 

Also  at  Ihe  mouth  of  Nibliobaurat  black  brant  used  to  nest  there  by  the  hundreds.  There  were  so  many  that 
they  looked  like  bowls  from  a  distance  filled  with  eggs.  We  could  have  hunted  them  if  we  chose  lo.  When 
they  fiew  away,  it  looked  like  there  was  a  big,  black  cloud.  But  we  do  not  hunt  them.  Although  when  the 
while-fronted  goose  (?)  come,  they  do  hunt  them.  When  the  thin  ice  near  the  mouth  of  the  river  breaks  up, 
that  is  when  they  start  duck  hunting.  We,  the  residents  of  Nuiqsut  go  there  to  hunt  for  ducks  when  they 
arrive.  1  do  not  know  how  Ihe  ducks  ihat  nest  along  the  sea  coast  are  doing  because  it  has  been  so  long 
since  we  lived  there  before  we  moved  back  to  Nuiqsut.  There  is  a  very  big  nesting  area  along  the  sea  coast 
though  but  since  we  inoved  here  some  time  ago,  we  do  not  know  whether  it  is  still  that  way.  In  the 
direction  facing  the  inland  where  Isuk  is  also  an  area  where  geese  nest.  They  look  like  moulting  ducks 
where  they  are  not  able  to  fly.  That  area  along  the  sea  coast  has  a  lot  of  game.  There  are  also  a  lot  of 
caribou  that  can  be  seen  in  the  suiraner  months.  Our  subsistence  activities  could  very  well  be  diininished 
if  the  oil  companies  move  into  our  land  and  build  whatever  equipment  that  they  want  to  do  the  work  that 
they  are  pursuing.  The  very  area  where  we  do  our  subsisting  is  about  to  have  a  pipeline  go  through  it  also. 
I  wonder  where  the  caribou  will  travel  through  this  summer  when  they  begin  migraling  this  way  when  the 
pipeline  is  built  through  their  usual  route  low  to  the  ground.  Maybe  they  will  change  their  route  and  begin 
traveling  a  long  ways  away  to  cross.  A  caribou  in  the  summer  months  when  it  gets  hot  here  does  not  fear 
anyone  when  he  has  to  run  to  where  it  is  the  coolest  in  order  lo  run  from  Ihe  very  warm  temperatures. 
They're  unafraid.  If  the  pipeline  is  going  to  be  built  low  to  Ihe  ground,  it  is  very  possible  that  moose  will 
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destroy  it  jusl  to  cross  over  it  when  Alpine  is  opened  up.  I  am  happy  to  be  receiving  money  in  exchange 
for  having  the  oil  companies  build  a  pipeline  but  at  the  same  time  it  is  no  lie  that  money  goes  as  fast  as  it 
comes.  I  wonder  how  we  are  going  to  subsist  if  the  game  we  hunt,  including  the  ducks  and  the  geese 
disappear  here.  Another  thing  that  we  have  been  given  as  the  point  that  we  can  hunt  for  moose  is  the  area 
at  the  mouth  of  Anaqtuuq.  We  have  been  told  that  we  cannot  hunt  for  moose  past  it.  We  cannot  hunt  past 
it,  we've  been  told.  When  the  residents  of  Nuiqsut  begin  hunting  for  moose,  they  are  not  able  to  get  a 
moose  right  away  and  very  often  get  a  moose  right  at  the  end  of  the  moose  hunting  season.  The  village  of 
Nuiqsut  is  not  like  Barrow.  When  you  live  on  the  coast,  like  Barrow,  there  is  a  lot  of  game  to  catch.  You 
don't  have  to  travel  very  far  either  to  catch  it.  That  includes  the  geese,  and  .seals,  etc.  But  when  you  live 
inland,  like  Nuiqsut,  you  have  to  travel  quite  a  distance  to  the  coast  to  hunt.  The  oil  companies  this  winter 
have  been  very  determined  to  get  what  they  are  after.  It  must  be  the  VECO  company.  They've  said  that 
they  will  be  constructing  a  pipeline  if  they  discover  oil  there.  What  will  they  do  about  the  traditional 
hunting  grounds?  I  do  not  know  what  they  have  plans  to  do  with  the  hunting  grounds.  The  hunting 
grounds  extend  all  the  way  to  Fish  Creek. 

Another  area  that  is  no  longer  accessible  is  Uuliktuq.  Last  fall  because  ARCO  made  Uuliktuq 
inaccessible,  it  took  over  one  week  to  haul  two  whales  back  at  Cross  Island.  That  has  inade  things  very 
difficult  for  us.  As  a  result  they  were  brought  back  through  a  big  aircraft.  Uuliktuq  had  always  been  a 
place  where  our  people  left  their  boats  after  whaling  because  of  the  ice  that  usually  formed  making  it 
impossible  to  return  by  boat.  That  is  why  they  left  their  boats  at  Uuliktuq.  Last  fall  they  did  bring  their 
boats  back.  Where  are  they  going  to  leave  their  boats  from  now  on  if  they  are  not  permitted  to  use 
Uuliktuq  which  had  always  been  used?  Right  now  the  way  it  is,  they  cannot  leave  their  boats  at  Uuliktuq. 

I  watch  the  Wildlife  Management  people  who  work  with  game  where  my  cabin  is  located  walking  on  the 
ground.  The  area  where  I've  seen  them  walking  is  where  the  pipeline  is  going  to  be  built.  Right  there. 
Every  summer  they  go  there  to  check  up  on  the  game  at  calving  time.  Another  place  they  go  to  is  by 
Nuiqsabruat  You  can  see  them  setting  up  their  tents  and  they  get  around  by  helicopter.  How  did  they  draft 
their  materials  without  consulting  the  residents  of  Nuiqsut?  I  don't  believe  what  they're  saying.  The  Fish 
&  Wildlife  Management  have  to  be  drafting  their  materials  without  doing  any  consulting  from  the  people 
who  live  in  the  areas  that  will  be  impacted.  This  fall  the  residents  who  set  out  their  nets  have  caught  fish. 
I,  myself,  took  my  net  out  in  December  right  before  Christmas  Day.  I  was  catching  white  fish  in  my  net. 
Last  spring  we  were  fortunate  to  have  caribou  in  our  region  as  well  as  this  fall.  And  they've  been  seeing 
caribou  in  the  area  north  of  us  and  1  think  it  has  been  mainly  due  to  less  activity  by  these  people  here.  I 
doubt  that  they  would  have  been  seen  if  these  people  had  come  around  doing  their  activity.  I  think  that 
once  they  start  up  again,  our  caribou  are  going  to  go  elsewhere  because  they  will  see  them.  The  residents 
of  Nuiqsut  hunt  seasonally  when  the  time  comes  that  certain  game  are  perfect  to  catch  and  not  all  the 
ti[ne.  When  fishing  season  is  right,  they  set  their  nets  out  to  subsist  for  their  yearly  supply.  When  the 
ducks  and  the  geese  arrive,  they  start  hunting  for  them.  When  whaling  season  arrives,  they  set  out  north  to 
go  whaling.  There  is  no  doubt  that  any  outside  activity  is  going  to  affect  us  in  a  very  bad  way  impacting 
our  subsistence  way  of  life.  If  these  people  are  given  the  okay  to  go  ahead  with  their  drilling,  it  is  going  to 
turn  out  looking  like  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oilfields. 

Comment  NQ04-002 

Another  thing  that  bothered  me  earlier  was  a  comment  made  that  we  were  told  to  move  here  to  Nuiqsut  by 
the  North  Slope  Borough.  When  Johnny,  Suluk,  Samuel  Kunaknana,  and  1  worked  to  incorporate  Nuiqsut 
as  a  second  class  city  by  gathering  other  residents  who  wanted  to  move  back  to  Nuiqsut,  we  did  not  work 
with  the  North  Slope  Borough.  They  were  not  aware  of  what  we  were  doing.  It  was  after  we  formed  a 
group  of  residents  that  opted  to  move  back  to  Nuiqsut  that  Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  found  out 
about  it.  Thai  was  how  we  started  out  re-establishing  Nuiqsut.  When  we  began  our  move  back  to  Nuiqsut 
was  when  ASRC  funded  our  trip  by  giving  us  five  hundred  dollars  with  the  gas  and  grub  that  we  would 
be  needing  on  the  trip.  ASRC  was  the  only  one  that  was  involved  in  our  move  back.  After  being  here 


several  years,  we  began  to  hear  from  ASRC  that  if  oil  were  to  be  discovered,  we,  the  residents  of  Nuiqsut 
would  gain  financially  from  it  because  of  the  oil  rigs/equipment  being  constructed  on  our  land  whereas 
ASRC  would  earn  monies  from  the  subsurface  rights.  Those  were  their  words  when  they  first  began  talks 
about  drilling  on  our  land.  When  we  first  started  out  living  in  Nuiqsut,  we  lived  very  poorly  and  did  not 
have  a  lot  of  things.  Our  children  were  able  to  attend  school.  We  lived  in  two  tents  back  then  the  whole 
winter.  In  the  spring  time,  when  you  looked  inside  the  tent  you  could  see  the  soot  accumulation  inside  of 
them.  That  is  how  we  wintered  the  first  year. 

Response 

The  text  in  Sections  III.C.3.b(5)  and  llI.C.4.a  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 

From  the  Hearing  Transcripts 


BERNICE  KAIGELAK  (NQ05)  (Pages  25-27) 

My  name  is  Bernice  Kaigelak  and  I'm  32  years  old  and  I  have  lived  here  since  I  was  eight  years  old.   I 
don't  -  I'm  not  affiliated  with  Kuukpik  Corporation  or  with  our  Native  Village  of  Nuiqsut  and  I  strongly 
feel  that  we  don't  have  a  neutral  party  in  our  community  to  better  represent  us.  I  oppose  the  Alternatives 
of  B,  C,  D  and  E  because  it  does  not  protect  our  land  and  our  area. 

In  the  past,  when  Bruce  Babbitt  was  here,  1  let  it  be  known  that  I  oppose  the  opening  of  NPR-A  and  I  still 
feel  strongly  about  that  because  we  haven't  feel  the  effects  of  the  Alpine  development.  It's  loo  soon.  It's  . 
too  early.  The  people  of  this  community  need  to  feel  what  it's  like  to  be  that  close  to  a  developing  oil 
field.  And  then  I  think  they  could  better  decide  what's  best  for  them  instead  of  doing  it  now  when  they 
don't  even  know  how  much  that  field  over  there  is  going  to  affect  this  community. 

As  a  child  1  grew  up  in  a  sod  house  with  my  grandparents  in  Atqasuk  and  now  today  I  live  here  with 
running  water,  electricity  and  I  drive  a  truck  just  like  you  all  do.  It's  been  a  very  fast  change  from  living 
subsistencely  and  not  knowing  much  about  the  Western  lifestyle  and  to  be  pushed  so  fast  to  where  you 
can't  live  without  any  knowledge  of  the  Western  living.  Now,  everyone  is  here  is  accustomed  to  living 
that  way  and  I'm  sure  the  people  of  our  community  would  like  the  benefits  that  come  with  taxes  and  the 
stuff  that  comes  with  oil.  Sure,  ARCO  and  Sohio  come  here  every  year,  present  us  with  free  gifts,  but  I 
feel  very  strongly  that  it  should  be  slowed  down,  this  process,  this  opening  of  NPR-A.  Maybe  somewhere 
down  the  line  when  people  understand  how  it  affects  us,  that  field  over  there,  then  maybe  I  would  feel 
comfortable  deciding  somewhere  down  the  line  it  maybe  okay,  we  can  work  together. 

1  know  I'm  a  shareholder  of  Kuukpik  Corporation  and  ASRC  and  I  know  they  are  in  pursuit  of  making  all 
this  happen  in  any  way  to  bring  revenues  for  them.   I  understand  that.  That's  jusl  part  of  the  Western 
society,  that's  come  here  and  taking  over,  but  I  feel  I  need  to  stand  up,  because  my  father  didn't  stand  up 
for  himself  He  already  lost  his  right  to  his  land  out  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  My  grandparents  had  a  sod  house 
and  a  cellar  there.  Now  we  can't  even  go  over  there.  We  have  no  right  to  it  even  though  my  ancestors 
were  there  before  the  oil  fields  were.  And  for  some  of  the  sites  on  NPR-A  that  maybe  you  don't  know 
about  any  unmarked  graves  or  whatever  and  Native  allotments  that  are  pending  and  not  going  nowhere.  1 
think  we've  lost  enough  already.  It's  time  to  stand  up  and  say,  no,  slow  down. 

Comment  NQ05-001  (Pci^e  27  Lines  2-10) 

With  these  Alternatives  of  B,  C,  D  and  E,  the  reason  why  am  I  opposing  them  is  what  do  1  know  aboul 
designating  the  Colville  River,  a  wild  and  scenic  river.  Are  they  going  to  stipulate  fishing  regulations  on 
it?  How  do  I  know  it's  not  on  the  doited  line  of  your  EIS  draft  there?  What  aboul  this  proposing  of  a  bird 
conservation  area?  Is  that  going  to  limit  me  from  hunting  the  geese  and  ducks  that  I  do  .so  freely?  And 
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the  50  percent  of  the  area  where  it's  covered,  it's  not  even  close  to  where  we  should  be.  I  mean,  where  are 
we  protected? 

Response  NQ05-00I 

The  designation  of  the  Colville  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  would  not  require  the  stipulation  of 
fishing  regulations  on  it.  Please  refer  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  and  discussion  on  the 
unsuitability  of  the  Colville  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river.  The  Bird  Conservation  Area  is 
proposed  primarily  for  managing  riparian  habitat  for  passerines  and  raptors.  There  would  be 
no  limits  on  hunting  activities  within  the  Bird  Conservation  Area. 

So  1  don't  want  to  take  too  much  time  because  it's  late  and  I  know  people  have  to  go  to  work,  but  I  would 
like  to  let  it  be  known  that  this  needs  to  change  somehow,  the  Alternatives  B,  C  and  D.  I  don't  know  how 
you  can  make  Nuiqsut  be  a  part  of  this  to  change  that,  but  right  now,  I'd  go  with  A  because  I  don't  see 
any  protection  for  our  coinmunity. 

Thank  you. 


Mayor  Leonard  Lampe  (NQ06)  (Pages  27-29) 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Leonard  Lampe,  for  the  record. 

I'd  like  to  thank  Thomas,  Joe,  Ruth,  Johnny  and  Bcmice  for  testifying  tonight  and  thank  everybody  for 
staying  so  late.  Also,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  tonight.   I'm  going  to  bring  up  a  few 
reminders  from  April  and  August  meetings  that  Nuiqsut  had  commented  on  some  of  the  NPR-A.  This  will 
be  a  -  also  a  written  comment  will  be  sent  in  the  mail  and  available  for  residents  who  want  a  copy  of  this 
written  comment. 

Back  in  April  and  August,  the  community  felt  very  strongly  against  the  time  limit  of  this  proposal  of  the 
developinent  of  NPR-A.  We  all  stated  that  18  months  is  too  short  for  the  period  of  an  impact  stateinent  to 
be  made.  We're  seeing  proofs  of  that  today  of  our  statements  not  being  in  this  Draft  EIS. 

Another  issue  was  the  boundaries  of  the  NPR-A  for  planning  of  development.  It  was  an  issue  of  being  too 
large  of  an  area  to  develop  all  at  once.  The  east  side  covers  a  lot  of  subsistence  as  well  as  traditional  areas 
of  the  Nuiqsut  people.  The  community  heavily  depends  on  resources  and  access  of  resources  of  the 
animals  of  NPR-A  area. 

Comment  NQO6-00I  (Pane  28  Lines  16-22) 

We  give  the  same  information,  testimony,  as  been  given  to  this  body  and  other  panels  of  the  government 
agencies  for  20  some  years  and  these  -  and  our  vital  comments  and  concerns  are  not  documented  in  your 
Draft  EIS.  For  many  years,  we've  said  these  comments  and  concerns,  yet,  they're  not  put  in  black  and 
white  in  your  720  page  document. 

Response  NQ06-00I 

Sections  I1I.C.3,  III.C.4,  rV.B.13,  and  IV.B.14  include  dozens  of  statements  by  local  residents 
about  their  concerns,  issues,  and  subsistence  uses  and  resources.  In  these  sections  the  author 
tried  to  find  three  or  four  representative  Native  comments  that  related  to  particular  themes  and 
issues  raised  in  the  process  of  scoping  and  analysis.  This  attempt  is  to  simply  include  what,  for 
many  years,  the  Inupiaq  people  have  been  saying.  The  Comments  that  appear  in  text  are  taken 
from  various  public  hearings  conducted  on  the  North  Slope  since  the  early  1970s.  Traditional 
knowledge  was  taken  into  account  in  the  conclusions  for  the  subsistence  and  sociocultural 


analyses,  although  the  linkage  may  sometimes  be  difficult  to  see.  Subsistence  mitigation  and 
the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  are  products  of  local  comment  and  concern. 

Comment  NQ06-002  (Pane  28  Lines  23-25  and  Pa^e  29  Lines  1-11) 

This  coininunity  wants  assurance  that  our  children  will  be  able  to  live  the  traditional  lifestyle  that  we  and 
our  forefathers  have  lived  for  generations  of  harvesting  the  resources.  That's  our  main  goal  that  we  want 
assurance  that  nothing  will  be  changed  of  what  we  are  doing.  We've  already  seen  patterns  of  change 
today.  We're  concerned  of  the  new  patterns  of  the  traditional  harvested  animals  because  of  development 
in  the  area  because  of  seismic  and  exploration.  If  development  occurs,  we  would  like  no  boundaries 
identified  to  prohibit  subsistence  activities  by  the  government  agencies.  Oil  companies  —  the  big  two  oil 
companies  tell  us  all  the  time  they  will  not  prohibit  us  from  using  firearms,  but  these  restrictions  and  laws 
are  beyond  their  control,  they're  on  the  government  agencies  that  restrict  firearms. 

Response  NQ06-002 

Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  60  prohibits  lessees  from  unreasonably  restricting  oil  field 
development  areas  from  subsistence  users.  The  stipulation  sets  up  a  process  whereby  the 
lessee  will  develop  procedures  for  entrance  to  oil  field  areas  in  consultation  with  local 
communities,  the  NSB,  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel.  These  procedures  must  be 
approved  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer.  The  intent  of  Stipulation  60  is  to  replicate  to  the 
greatest  extent  possible  the  cooperative  process  which  accompanied  development  of  similar 
procedures  for  the  Alpine  project. 

Impact  funds  have  always  been  an  issue  with  the  City  of  Nuiqsut,  knowing  that  this  community  is  and 
will  be  affected  the  most  of  these  proposed  developments,  we  share  all  NPR-A  impact  funds  with  other 
villages  that  do  not  even  see  the  effects  of  impacts  on  hunters  and  fishermen  who  harvest  the  animals  of 
NPR-A  and  see  the  changes  of  lifestyle  to  the  people.  Yet,  they  are  compensated  the  same  as  this  most 
affected  village. 

Comment  NQ09-06  (Page  29  Lines  19-22) 

The  community  wants  assurance  that  traditional  use  areas  by  the  Nuiqsut  people  will  be  excluded  from 
development  and  not  taken  away  indefinitely  by  the  government. 

Response  NQ06-003 

Based  on  comments  received  from  North  Slope  residents  and  governments,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  would  sharply  restrict  oil  and  gas  surface  occupancy  in  several  identified 
traditional  subsistence-use  areas. 

We  also  support  a  subsistence  oversight  panel  that  will  oversight  the  subsistence  activities  and  make  sure 
that  the  subsistence  is  not  being  affected  heavily  by  exploration  and  development.  Our  people  were 
always  and  always  will  be  here  before  and  after  the  development.  We  will  live  the  affects  so  we  want  to 
please  have  you  keep  in  mind  that  decisions  you  make  will  affect  our  destination. 

Thank  you. 
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Bill  Gomez  (SF06)  (Pages  30-33) 

Thank  you.  I'm  Bill  Gomez,  a  retired  businessman  and  an  individual  who  has  visited  the  Brooks  Range 
and  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  seven  tiines. 

I'd  hkc  to  make  my  comments  in  two  areas.   First  two  broad  comments,  and,  second,  two  specific 
comments  on  the  Draft  EIS, 

In  the  broad  comment  area  there  are  more  than  a  thousand  linear  miles  of  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  and  there 
is  no  permanent  wilderness  protection  for  any  of  that  particular  area. 

Specifically  there  are  three  very  unique  wilderness  areas  that  are  environmentally  very  sensitive.  The 
1002,  an  area  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area,  and  the  Colville  River 
area,  the  last  two  being  part  of  this  EIS. 

Oil  development  in  my  opinion  is  wilderness  lost  forever,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are  going  to  make 
decisions  along  those  lines,  that  it  is  appropriate  to  include  permanent  protection  for  wilderness  areas  if 
we  are  going  to  sacrifice  part  of  this  very  unique  area. 

1  would  urge  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  develop  a  comprehensive  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  proposal  that 
would  include  proposals  for  NPR-A  as  part  of  this  comprehensive  plan  for  both  development  and 
wilderness  protection. 

My  second  general  comment  relates  to  oil.  As  a  businessman,  1  think  leasing  makes  no  sense  to  the 
federal  government  at  this  time.  It's  been  mentioned  there  are  low  prices  today.  There  are  estimated  to  be 
40  to  50  years  left  of  production  in  current  Arctic  Slope  areas  that  are  already  developed. 

I  see  no  U.S.,  United  States,  value  added  in  tenns  of  refining  or  consumption  of  the  oil  ultimately.  Most 
likely  those  activities  would  take  place  outside  the  United  States  with  exported  oil. 

My  view  is  the  oil  should  be  left  in  the  ground  for  three  reasons.  Strategically  it  would  be  the  appropriate 
thing  to  do.  The  United  States  would  be  belter  off  financially.  The  United  States  would  be  better  off 
developing  later  rather  than  sooner,  and  environmentally  we  would  be  better  off 

As  we  have  seen,  future  oil  development  systems  are  likely  to  be  less  invasive  than  they  are  today. 

With  respect  to  the  DEIS,  specifically  if  leasing  is  to  be  considered,  1  would  urge  that  there  be  some  types 
of  permanent  protection  granted  to  the  two  very  sensitive  environmental  wilderness  areas,  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  area  and  the  Colville  River  area,  and  1  would  also  like  to  see  a  Draft  EIS  which  had  a  preferred 
alternative  in  it. 

1  understand  the  advantage  of  getting  public  comment  on  all  of  the  options  under  consideration,  and 
certainly  there  are  even  more  that  could  be  considered,  but  1  find  it  difficult  to  address  the  subject  without 
understanding  what  the  preferred  alternative  would  be.  Thank  you. 


Fred  Bcrdall  (SF13)  (Pages  56-.S9) 


Hello.   My  name  is  Fred  Berdall.   I'm  speaking  for  myself   I'm  a  resident  of  Oakland. 

Like  another  previous  speaker,  I  confess  1  only  heard  about  this  issue  a  week  or  so  ago,  and  I'm  concerned 
that  these  lands  are  national  lands  and  most  people,  99.99  percent  of  Americans,  are  unaware  of  this 
process,  and  I  encourage  you  to  do  more  to  do  outreach  and  publicity  about  what's  at  stake  here  because 
your  clock  is  running  fast,  and  there  are  hundreds  of  millions  of  Americans  who  have  a  responsibility  to 
participate  in  this  process. 

Having  had  a  couple  of  weeks  to  look  over  this  document  to  the  extent  that  1  have,  the  most  apparent 
omission  has  to  do  with  this  whole  issue  of  what  exactly  is  a  National  Petroleum  Reserve,  and 

Comment  SFI3-0OI  (Pane  57  Lines  8-15) 

1  think  that  you  need  to  -  or  should  try  to  create  some  kind  of  a  protocol  with  this  document  to  actually 
say  what  are  the  kinds  of  conditions  which  would  justify  draining  this  particular  reserve  of  oil  and  should 
there  be  specific  and  unique  management  conditions  placed  on  oil  which  is  classified  as  a  national 
strategic  reser\'e. 

Response  SF13-001 

Please  refer  to  Sections  I. A  and  B,  which  have  been  rewritten  to  clarify  the  status  of  the  NPR- 
A,  the  purpose,  and  the  need  for  the  lAP/EIS. 

Comment  SF 13-002  (Page  57  Lines  16-21) 

Third,  1  didn't  see  a  mention  of  performance  bonds.  The  environmental  mitigation  .section,  1  don't  know  if 
that's  common  practice  in  the  North  Slope,  but  1  hope  you'll  look  at  it  if  it's  not  in  document,  a  large  bond 
to  ensure  complete  recovery  to  the  extent  possible. 

Response  SF13-002 

Plea.se  see  Response  0907-001  and  the  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  6  and  58  in  Section 
II.C.7(a) 

Living  here  in  the  Bay  Area  we  see  lots  of  impacts  of  the  oil  industry.  I  see  oil  running  in  to  the  storm 
sewers  every  time  it  rains.  There's  been  oil  washing  up  with  dead  birds  on  the  beaches  of  Point  Reyes  for 
months  and  months. 

A  worker  was  killed  in  an  explosion  al  Pescadcro  about  a  year  ago. 

1  think  myself,  actually  a  former  employee  of  Chevron,  which  may  surprise  some  of  the  people  that  know 
me  in  this  room. 

Comment  SFJ3-003  (Pai;e  5,S  Lines  7-25) 

but  I  don't  share  some  of  the  confidence  that  the  oil  industry  representatives  have  given  about  the  inherent 
safely  and  environmental  cleanliness  of  the  oil  industry  in  the  North  Slope,  which  I  haven't  seen,  but  I 
think  that  that's  a  reason  to  have  a  very  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  impacts  that  this  document 
apparently  doesn't  include,  and  that  includes  the  shipping,  trans-shipping, 

1  mean,  the  spill  of  the  tanker,  of  the  Valdez,  was  a  part  of  the  North  Slope  oil  production,  and  in  a  way 
you're  sort  of  segmenting  the  impacts  and  piece-mealing  the  process  by  only  looking  at  what  are  the 
impacts  of  building  a  drilling  pad  or  pipeline,  when  it's  part  of  the  whole  shipment  use  and  consumption 
and  all  the  impacts  that  How  from  that. 
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Response  SF13-003 

Please  refer  to  Section  IV.G  through  L  and  Appendix  B, 

And  one  other  ahemative  which  I  think  should  be  looked  at  in  this  document  is  a  demand  management 
alternative  that  would  produce  an  equivalent  supply  of  oil.   How  many  miles  per  gallon  extra  would  light 
utility  vehicles,  sports  utility  vehicles  have  to  get  in  order  to  produce  an  equivalent  supply  of  oiH 

You  know,  we've  been  reading  in  the  newspapers  around  here  recently  about  Detroit  announcing  new 
technologies  for  green  cars  that  gel  a  hundred  miles  per  gallon,  and  with  that  sort  of  exciting 
breakthrough  on  the  horizon  do  we  really  need  to  risk  the  environmental  consequences  of  this  proposal? 

Thank  you  very  inuch  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Norbcrt  Riedy  (SF15)  (Pages  63-67) 

I'm  Norbert  Riedy,  Conservation  Director  for  the  Wilderness  Society  in  California.  I  reside  in  Pescadcro, 
California. 

Five  miles  from  my  home  is  a  coastal  marsh  that  provides  habitat  for  migrating  ducks  and  shorebirds, 
pacific  loons,  pintails,  shovlers,  dunlin,  pacific  black  brant,  and  widgeons,  all  species  that  make  their  way 
over  the  course  of  the  seasons  to  Pescadero  marsh  and  use  habitat  within  the  National  Petroleum 
Reserve-Alaska. 

These  migrating  birds  create  significant  opportunities  for  wildlife  observation  for  millions  of  people  in  the 
San  Francisco  Bay  region  and  important  economic  benefits  for  the  community  of  Pescadero. 

Not  only  do  local  residents  enjoy  the  waterfowl  that  visit  the  marsh  on  their  journey  along  the  pacific 
flyway,  but  wildlife  watchers  from  throughout  the  region  visit  Pescadero  Marsh. 

These  shorebirds,  ducks,  and  other  species  provide  us  an  enhanced  quality  of  life  and  attract  visitors  who 
generate  economic  benefits  to  the  community  through  business  for  restaurants,  shops,  and  overnight 
accommodations. 

The  same  experience  is  repeated  over  and  over  again  throughout  California.  In  the  far  north  of  the  state 
these  birds  and  many  other  waterfowl  from  the  Arctic  stop  at  the  Klamath  Basin  refuges  along  their 
southern  joumey. 

The  economic  benefits  to  the  communities  surrounding  the  Klamath  Basin  refuges  is  obvious  when  you 
learn  that  they  sponsor  wildlife  festivals  each  year  to  celebrate  the  returning  waterfowl. 

In  the  Central  Valley  hunters  enjoy  duck  and  geese  hunting  opportunities  that  would  not  be  the  same 
without  habitat  provided  by  the  NPR-A. 

Farmers,  hunters,  conservationists,  and  government  officials  have  been  working  for  years  to  restore 
degraded  wetland  habitats  in  the  Central  Valley  for  waterfowl. 

It  would  be  a  shame  to  ruin  those  efforts  by  eliminating  essential  habitat  in  the  NPR-A  for  those  same 
migratory  birds. 

To  the  south  Speaker  of  the  House  Newt  Gingrich  recently  announced  his  support  for  a  program  to  help 
restore  degraded  waterfowl  habitat  in  the  Salton  Sea  National  'Wildlife  Refuge. 


Some  of  the  same  birds  that  make  use  of  the  habitat  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  will 
benefit  from  this  new  effort,  as  will  the  economies  of  the  communities  surrounding  the  Salton  Sea. 

The  loss  of  habitat  at  the  NPR-A  translates  into  the  loss  of  migratory  birds  for  the  Salton  Sea  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  loss  of  an  economic  and  recreation  resource  for  local  communities. 

Comment  SF15-001  (Pane  66  Lines  9-1  J) 

The  failure  of  the  DEIS  to  recognize  and  consider  the  importance  of  the  NPR-A's  wildlife  habitat  to  the 
people  and  economies  of  states  such  as  California  requires  the  development  of  a  supplemental  DEIS. 

Response  SF15-00I 

Impacts  to  wildlife,  specifically  migratory  waterfowl,  are  so  minute  as  a  proportion  of  the 
species  populations  utilized  by  Californians  and  others  in  the  lower  48,  that  analysis  of  the 
impacts  of  the  plan  on  the  people  and  economy  of  these  states  is  unnecessary.  For  a  general 
discussion  of  the  appropriateness  of  a  supplemental  lAP/ElS,  please  see  Response  1 SS I  -054. 

This  supplemental  should  include  a  true  conservation  alternative  that  provides  protection  for  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  and  the  Colville  River  Special  Area,  as  well  as  a  no  leasing  option. 

Why  lose  the  various  benefits  of  the  NPR-A's  wildlife  for  the  possibility  of  a  four-month  supply  of  oil? 

Before  draining  the  nation's  strategic  oil  reserves  and  harming  significant  wildlife  values,  the  U.S.  should 
adopt  a  comprehensive  national  energy  strategy  that  reduces  our  dependence  on  oil. 

The  Wilderness  Society  will  be  submitting  detailed  comments  on  the  DEIS  in  writing. 

Thank  you. 


Ken  Freeman  (SF18)  (Pages  79-86) 

Good  afternoon. 

My  name  is  Ken  Freeman.  I'm  the  Executive  Director  of  the  Resource  Development  Council  for  Alaska. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  today  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Northeast  Section  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska. 

The  Resource  Development  Council  is  an  Alaskan  statewide  membership-funded  organization  working 
on  behalf  of  Alaska's  basic  industries,  including  tourism,  fishing,  oil  and  gas,  mining  and  timber. 

The  Resource  Development  Council's  membership  includes  the  aforementioned  industries  as  well  as 
sectors  which  support  those  industries  such  as  construction,  labor,  and  other  technical  service  providers, 
individuals,  native  corporations,  and  local  communifies. 

The  Resource  Development  Council  urges  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  select  Alternative  E  as  its 
preferred  alternative. 

The  NPR-A  was  established  more  than  70  years  ago  as  a  Petroleum  Reser\'e,  and  Alternative  E  is  the  only 
land  management  option  in  the  DEIS  that  reflects  the  management  regime  and  dominant  use  Congress 
prescribed  for  this  unit. 
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The  Resource  Development  Council  slrongly  believes  the  entire  planning  area  should  be  opened  for  oil 
and  gas  leasing,  especially  those  lands  with  the  highest  potential  for  oil  and  gas  discoveries. 

The  National  Petroleum  Reserve  in  Alaska  is  not  a  previously  unknown  or  new  area.  It  has  a  history  of 
lease  sales,  exploration,  and  drilling  activity. 

In  fact,  fifteen  wells  have  been  drilled  during  the  course  of  its  history. 

With  major  advances  in  exploration  and  production  technology,  the  prospects  of  finding  commercial 
quantities  of  oil  and  gas  are  likely  if  industry  is  allowed  to  explore  those  lands  within  the  Petroleum 
Reserve  with  the  highest  prospects. 

The  Resource  Development  Council  supports  the  full  leasing  recommendation  of  Alternative  E,  it  docs 
not  support  the  creation  of  new  Special  Areas  or  the  expansion  of  existing  Special  Areas. 

In  addition,  the  Resource  Development  Council  opposes  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  for  the 
Colville  River  as  well  as  federal  Wilderness  designations  in  the  planning  area. 

With  advances  in  technology  and  the  appropriate  regime  of  environmental  stipulations,  the  oil  industry 
can  develop  oil  and  gas  deposits  in  the  planning  area  without  harm  to  fish  and  wildhfe  and  traditional 
subsistence  uses  of  the  land. 

Mitigation  measures,  therefore,  should  take  precedence  over  land  set-asides. 

Full  leasing  should  occur  in  the  entire  planning  area,  including  those  lands  within  the  Teshckpuk  Lake 
and  Colville  River  Special  Areas. 

These  areas  include  much  of  the  lands  within  NPR-A  considered  to  have  the  highest  potential  for  oil  and 
gas  resources,  and,  therefore,  must  not  be  excluded  from  leasing. 

Alternative  E  contains  more  than  80  substantial  and  far-reaching  environmental  stipulations  and 
mitigation  measures  to  eliminate  adverse  impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  in  these  areas. 

In  fact,  previous  and  ongoing  environmental  monitoring  studies  of  existing  North  Slope  oil  and  gas 
operations  cleariy  demonstrate  that  the  proposed  stipulations  will  be  fully  effective  in  protecting  wildlife 
populations. 

Moreover,  new  advances  in  technology  have  greatly  reduced  industry's  footprint,  allowing  for  greater 
consolidation  of  facilities  and  the  preservation  of  more  acreage  for  wildlife  habitat. 

I  want  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  Alaskans  strongly  support  oil  and  gas  development  in  their  state. 

In  fact,  a  recent  survey  revealed  86  percent  of  Alaskans  believe  oil  and  gas  development  has  been  good 
for  the  state  and  its  communities. 

As  a  result  of  oil  revenues  that  fiow  into  Alaska's  treasury,  many  of  our  villages  now  have  the  modem 
amenities  other  Americans  take  for  granted. 

Alaska's  larger  towns  and  cities  have  also  benefited  from  Prudhoe  Bay  with  expanded  infrastructure. 

Alaska  has  used  its  oil  revenues  to  build  schools,  health-care  facilities,  airstrips,  ports,  telecommunication 
networks,  and  power  transmission  facilities. 


The  State  has  also  put  emphasis  on  building  the  community  infrastructure  needed  to  provide  basic  indoor 
plumbing  for  drinking  water  and  sewage  disposal  in  rural  homes. 

This  is  an  important  need  in  Alaska  where  many  villages  still  do  not  yet  have  basic  water  and  sewer 
systems. 

Alaska  has  done  more  than  any  other  state  to  strike  a  balance  between  development  and  preservation. 
Seventy  percent  of  all  national  park  lands  are  found  in  Alaska,  and  not  a  single  acre  is  open  to  oil 
development. 

Alaska  also  accounts  for  90  percent  of  all  national  wildlife  refuge  lands,  and  most  of  this  acreage  is  off 
limits  to  development. 

Alaska  is  also  home  to  the  two  largest  national  forests.  In  the  Tundras  of  Southeast  Alaska  more  than 
two-thirds  of  the  timber  base  is  permanently  closed  to  logging. 

Alaska  also  contains  62  percent  of  the  nation's  federally  designated  wilderness,  an  area  larger  than  the 
state  of  Utah. 

Oil  and  gas  development  in  the  Petroleum  Reserve  would  not  diminish  this  wilderness  block  by  one  acre. 

To  put  it  in  perspective,  Alaska  contains  more  wild  lands  in  parks  and  refuges  than  all  the  land  in  Maine, 
New  Hampshire,  Vermont,  Massachusetts,  Connecticut,  New  York,  New  Jersey,  Pennsylvania,  Ohio, 
Delaware,  and  Maryland  combined. 

Nearly  every  acre  of  these  lands  will  remain  undeveloped,  preserved  forever  in  a  natural  state  for  future 
generations  to  enjoy. 

Because  of  massive  land  withdrawals  and  other  actions  to  protect  the  environment  and  wildlife,  Alaskans 
can  guarantee  that  most  of  Alaska  will  remain  wilderness  even  if  the  state  succeeds  in  tapping  the  full 
potential  of  its  oil  and  gas,  mining,  timber,  and  fishery  resources. 

In  closing,  the  Resource  Development  Council  is  confident  in  industry's  ability  to  find  and  develop  oil 
anywhere  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  Alaska  in  an  environmentally  responsible  manner. 

I've  made  the  trip  to  San  Francisco  today  because  this  is  a  critical  issue  for  me  and  members  which  1 
represent. 

I'm  a  fourth  generation  Alaskan  bom  and  raised  in  Anchorage.  I'm  an  outdoor  enthusiast  and  live  in 
Alaska  because  it  is  the  wonderful  scenic  place  it  is,  but  in  choosing  to  live  there  I  must  earn  a  living  like 
everyone  else  that  lives  in  Alaska.  Responsible  resource  development  and  protecting  the  environment  go 
hand-in-hand. 

On  behalf  of  the  Council  and  the  thousands  of  Alaskans  our  members  employ  I  urge  the  BLM  to  choose 
Alternative  E  and  expeditiously  allow  lease  sales  to  occur  as  soon  as  possible. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Dennis  Kelso  (SF35)  (Pages  154-165) 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  my  comments  tonight. 
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My  name  is  Dennis  Kelso,  last  name  is  K-e-1-s-o,  representing  myself. 

I'm  a  Ph.D.  candidate  in  energy  and  resources  at  the  University  of  California  at  Berkeley,  and  before 
coming  to  graduate  school  here  in  the  Bay  Area  I  had  been  in  Juneau  for  about  a  dozen  years,  and  before 
that  I  lived  in  Fairbanks  for  a  few  additional  years. 

I  have  personal  knowledge  of  the  NPR-A  resources  and  oil  and  gas  development  on  Alaska's  North  Slope. 


This  particular  report  was  part  of  the  overall  state  and  federal  dialogue  about  the  Alaska  National  Wildlife 
Federation,  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Federation.  And  essentially  what  DEC  did  was  to  lay  out  the  kinds 
of  issues  that  had  been  fudged  or  smoothed  over  or  not  done  properly  in  the  earlier  oil  and  gas  lease  sales. 

(Paf-e  158  Lines  22-25) 

The  steps  outlined  in  the  1990  DEC  report  provide  useful  guidance,  and  many  of  the  agencies  suggestions 

should  be  adapted  for  NPR-A  lease  stipulations. 


I  served  as  Alaska  Commissioner  of  Environmental  Conservation  for  the  four  years  that  ended  in 
December  1990. 

I  supervised  monitoring  and  enforcement  of  environmental  standards  and  lease  stipulations  for  North 
Slope  oil  fields,  worked  with  the  field  staff,  and  traveled  to  Prudhoe  Bay  in  order  to  inspect  environmental 
compliance  and  clean-up  operations. 

I  was  Commissioner  when  the  Exxon  Valdcz  spill  occurred. 

Prior  to  that  job  1  was  Deputy  Commissioner  for  Fish  and  Game  for  four  years,  supervising  the  Game 
Division,  the  Subsistence  Division,  and  the  Habitat  Division,  and  before  taking  on  that  role  I  was  Director 
of  the  Division  of  Subsistence  for  three  years  and  Regional  Supervisor  for  the  Northern  Region,  which 
included  NPR-A. 


Response  SF3S-00J 

Stipulations  proposed  by  BLM  as  a  part  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  for  oil  and  gas  operations 
in  the  NPR-A  are  the  strongest  environmental  protection  measures  in  place  in  Alaska  today, 
and  in  many  respects  may  be  the  strongest  stipulations  applied  to  any  oil  and  gas  operation  in 
the  world.  We  have  reviewed  the  referenced  1990  DEC  Waste  Management  Report  and 
incorporated  numerous  suggestions.  See  Preferred  Alternative  Stipulations  1  through  17,  32, 
38,  44,  .'58,78,  and  79. 

(Beginning  Page  157  Line  22)  So  by  laying  this  out  basically  the  agency  provided  some  clear  choices  on 
how  to  do  things  right. 

My  basic  message  tonight  is  that  the  stipulations  that  have  been  applied  in  state  and  federal  lease  sales  to 
date  should  not  be  considered  sufficient. 


My  knowledge  of  subsistence  comes  not  from  familiarity  with  formal  studies,  but  with  experience  in  the 
areas  near  the  planning  area. 

Before  starting  my  natural  resource  work  with  the  State  of  Alaska  I  served  as  public  defender  for  the 
communities  of  Barrow,  Nuiqsut,  and  Atqasuk  where  the  NPR-A  subsistence  activities  originate. 


1  wish  to  mention  briefly  upon  the  special  resource  values  included  in  the  planning  area  and  then  to  spend 
a  bit  of  time  speaking  about  the  adequacy  of  stipulations  for  exploration  and  development  that  appear  in 
the  draft  document. 

First  of  all  and  very  briefly,  the  resource  values  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Colville  River  are  special  and 
should  deserve  stringent  protection,  but  I'd  like  to  remind  us  all  that  there  are  other  resources  that  also 
deserve  great  care. 

And  in  thinking  about  how  to  manage  those  resources  I  would  suggest  that  not  only  their  crucial  role  for 
ecological  functioning  of  the  area,  but  also  their  very  important  role  in  subsistence  way  of  life  for  the 
communities  that  use  NPR-A. 

Comment  SF3S-001  (Page  157  Lines  2-21} 

But  what  I'd  really  like  to  speak  to,  and  I'll  still  be  brief,  although  I  have  plenty  that  I'd  love  to  say,  is  that 
if  BLM  decides  to  allow  exploration  and  development,  then  stipulations  for  environmental  protections 
should  be  strengthened  and  should  incorporate  applicable  provisions  identified  by  the  Department  of 
Environmental  Conser%'ation. 

Now,  DEC  in  1990  prepared  a  report  in  order  to  anticipate  and  prevent  problems  that  have  occurred  in 
other  North  Slope  oil  fields  that  were  developed  earlier. 


The  State  may  feel  bound  by  the  stipulations  applicable  to  state  lands  by  previous  state  comments  on 
federal  oil  and  gas  leasing  areas,  but  in  order  to  protect  the  values  of  this  area  it's  necessary  to  be  more 
explicit  and  stringent  than  either  the  state  or  the  federal  government  has  been  in  other  areas. 

Let  me  give  you  one  quick  example.  The  disposal  problems  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  although  they  have  been 
known  for  20  years,  have  still  not  been  corrected.  Hundreds  of  drums,  many  of  them  still  containing 
unknown  substances,  remain  on  the  surface. 

Ten  years  have  passed  since  the  slate  and  industry  agreed  to  deal  with  these  problems,  but  the  job  has  still 
not  yet  been  done. 

Leasing  of  NPR-A,  if  the  agency  decides  to  proceed,  should  be  done  in  a  better  way. 

(Page  158  Lines  22-25  part  of  Comment  SF35-0O1) 

These  stipulations  are  necessary  in  order  to  live  up  to  the  promise  of  doing  the  job  in  an  environmentally 
responsible  way  in  the  Alaskan  Arctic  and  avoid  replicating  the  problems  of  other  lease  sales. 

I'm  not  suggesting  industry  will  necessarily  do  a  bad  job  or  that  North  Slope  oil  producers  have  not 
changed  their  methods  in  response  to  industry  experience  in  other  parts  of  the  Arctic  and  developments  in 
oil  field  technologies,  nor  am  I  suggesting  that  the  State's  stipulations  and  standards  are  always 
inadequate. 

Instead,  1  believe  that  the  industry  and  the  regulatory  agencies  do  have  the  technical  capability  to  do  an 
excellent  job  if  the  leasing  decision  is  made,  but  the  stipulation  is  NPR-A  should  .set  rigorous  standards 
commensurate  with  the  environmental  resources  of  the  area  and  should  not  be  limited  by  the  previous 
state  or  federal  stipulations. 
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Comment  SF35-002  (Paf^e  159  Lines  21-25.  Pane  160  Lines  1-25.  and  Ptifie  161  Lines  1-13) 

And  the  second  major  point  I'd  like  to  make,  that  monitoring  and  enforcement  are  essential  in  order  to 
ensure  thai  state  environmental  standards  have  been  met  and  that  lease  stipulations  are  carried  out. 

The  state  and  federal  agencies  charged  with  enforcement  of  environmental  provisions  should  be 
reimbursed  for  field  activities. 


But  others  are  well  inlenlioned  without  having  the  kind  of  tight,  explicit  language  that  are  necessary  in 
order  (o  be  enforcible  in  the  field. 

Comment  SF35-003  (Pa fie  162  Lines  5-H} 

Examples  in  the  documents  include  also  in  the  solid  and  liquid  waste  handling  section.  Number  3,  which 
is  unclear  about  whether  land  fillings  would  be  allowed  within  the  planning  area. 


My  suggestion  is  a  fund  be  established  in  lo  which  the  leaseholders  pay  in  order  to  support  these 
activities. 

Without  an  adequate  field  presence  by  the  regulatory  agencies  the  stipulations  and  environmental 
standards  will  be  unlikely  to  accomplish  their  objectives.  We  can'l  rely  on  agency  budgets  to  provide  the 
necessary  field  slaff  and  support. 

Even  Governor  Knowles'  good  faith  efforts  are  insufficient  because  the  Legislature  makes  the  critical 
budget  decisions. 

The  State  of  the  Alaska  and  federal  counterparts  have  excellent  environmental  field  personnel,  but  it's 
unrealistic  lo  assume  they  will  have  the  resources  to  do  the  job,  regardless  of  how  well-drafted  the 
stipulations  are. 

Again,  I'm  not  assuming  that  oil  field  exploration  and  development  companies  are  going  to  try  to 
circumvent  the  rules,  but  a  partnership  is  involved,  and  two  of  the  partners  must  be  the  State  Deparlmcnl 
of  Environmental  Conservation  and  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  as  well  as  other  agencies  that 
have  specialized  knowledge  like  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

A  fund  to  reimburse  those  agencies  for  reasonable  expenses  of  field  inspection,  monitoring,  and 
enforcement  is  a  straightforward  and  minimalistic  way  of  accomplishing  environmental  protection. 
Otherwise  the  standards  and  stipulations  may  be  merely  paper  ineasures  without  the  field  support 
necessary  to  make  thein  useful. 

Response  SF35-002 

In  regard  to  general  enforcement,  please  see  Response  1 194-010. 

The  BLM  has  no  legal  authority  to  charge  lessees  additional  fees  for  BLM  actions  that  are 
designed  to  benefit  the  general  public,  i.e.,  protecting  other  resources,  instead  of  benefitting 
the  lessees  themselves.  The  BLM  is  directed  by  the  1993  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
Circular  No.  25  (Title  V,  Independent  Offices  Appropriations  Act  of  1953,  3 1  U.S.C.  I  1 1  I , 
and  Executive  Orders  8248  and  I  1 5 1 1 )  to  pursue  fees  for  government  services,  and  for  the  sale 
or  use  of  government  goods  or  resources,  particularly  those  that  benefit  recipients  beyond 
those  accruing  to  the  general  public.  If  a  lessee  pays  the  bonus  bid,  rental  and  filing  fees,  and 
complies  with  the  lease  terms  and  stipulations,  the  contractual  obligations  of  the  lease  are  met. 

I  won't  go  through  specific  provisions.  1  have  reviewed  in  some  detail  the  stipulations  from  the  draft 
document. 

I'd  like  to  just  give  you  a  couple  of  examples,  though,  of  the  kind  of  thing  I'm  talking  about.  The 
provisions  need  to  be  detailed  and  unambiguous. 

One  example  of  a  provision  that  is  sound  and  that  should  be  retained  is  the  provision  on  re-injection  of 
muds  and  cuttings  that's  in  solid  and  liquid  vs'asle  handling.  Item  Number  13  B  and  C. 


Response  SF35-003 

This  comment  is  addressed  in  Preferred  Altemafive  Stipulation  3,  which  prohibits  burial  of 
garbage. 

Comment  SF35-004  (Pane  162  Lines  9-13} 

and  Number  4,  which  says  areas  of  operations  shall  be  left  clean  of  all  debris  without  being  specific  about 
what  time  liinits  are  involved  and  what  level  of  clean-up  is  really  demanded. 

Response  SF35-004 

Timing  of  cleanup  will  be  addressed  in  the  Plans  of  Operation. 

Comment  SF35-005  (Paf-e  162  Lines  14-19) 

Similarly,  in  the  section  called  oil  field  abandonment.  Item  number  59  does  not  make  clear  what  kind  of 
time  limits  we're  talking  about,  and  I  might  remind  you  there  are  still  oil  field  structures  including  wooden 
drilling  derricks  that  are  standing  in  Prudhoe  Bay, 

Response  SF35-005 

As  stated  in  Alternatives  A  through  G  Stipulation  59  (Preferred  Alternative  Stipulation  58), 
facilities  shall  be  removed  and  sites  rehabilitated  upon  field  abandonment,  or  the  expiration  of 
the  lease. 

So  the  necessity  of  being  clear,  explicit,  and  stringent  is,  1  think,  borne  out  by  past  experience. 

I'd  like  to  conclude  by  observing  that  the  State  of  Alaska  has  described  its  position  as  doing  it  right,  and  I 
believe  that  Governor  Knowles  genuinely  supports  oil  and  gas  exploration  in  a  responsible  way. 

Marilyn  Heiman,  the  Governor's  representative  here  tonight,  has  worked  as  hard  as  anyone  in  trying  to 
make  sure  that  doing  it  right  actually  means  something. 

When  she  was  a  legislative  aide,  she  made  enormous  progress  in  giving  some  real  teeth  lo  ihe  kinds  of 
provisions  that  ought  to  apply  on  both  state  and  federal  lands  when  oil  and  gas  leases  are  contemplated, 
but  to  do  it  right  requires  that  we  take  more  care  in  this  part  of  the  NPR-A  than  the  state  and  federal 
government  have  accomplished  in  other  leasing  areas. 

Industry,  government,  and  the  public  have  learned  a  great  deal  since  Ihe  exploration  of  Prudhoe  Bay,  and 
before  that,  of  course,  in  Alaska  in  Cook  Island. 

We  have  the  opportunity  to  build  on  those  experiences.  Neither  state  nor  federal  oil  and  gas  leasing  now 
provides  an  adequate  blueprint. 

In  Ihe  NPR-A  doing  it  right  means  strengthening  of  the  stipulations,  using  the  expertise  already  available 
in  Ihe  stale  environmental  protection  agencies. 
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One  mechanism  for  doing  that  is  to  use  the  1 990  DEC  report. 

What  happens  in  the  state  system  is  that  the  state  Department  of  Environinenlal  Conservation  lays  out 
what  it  beheves  is  necessary  to  do  the  job,  but  by  the  time  it  fihers  through  all  the  agency  negotiations  and 
the  clearing  house  process  and  becomes  a  stale  position  endorsed  by  the  Governor,  it's  been  largely 
filtered  out  of  a  lot  of  teeth,  and  so  I'm  not  suggesting  that  the  Governor's  Office  is  somehow  duplieilous. 

I'm  just  saying  there's  a  process  of  trading  off  and  negotiating  that  often  results  in  the  kinds  of  This  Side  Blank, 

recommendations  that  you  get  from  the  state  as  a  whole  being  much  weaker  than  they  would  have  been 
had  they  come  from  the  agency  responsible  for  carrying  out  environmental  policy. 

So  I  would  suggest  that  you  go  right  to  the  source  and  deal  with  DEC,  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game, 
and  other  agencies  that  have  real  environmental  enforcement  responsibility. 

And,  finally,  funding  adequate  and  continuing  levels  of  monitoring  inspections  and  enforcement  are 
absolutely  essential  in  order  to  get  the  job  done. 

And  I  would  submit  that  doing  it  right  in  NPR-A  really  means  doing  it  better. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MOHORICH:  Thank  you. 

MS.  'WISELY:  Mr.  Kelso,  did  you  give  us  the  formal  title  of  the  report  that  you  referenced? 

MR.  KEL^O;  I  did  not,  and  I  don't  have  it  with  me,  but  it  is  --  it  was  prepared  in  1 990  by  the  Department 
of  Environmental  Conservation,  and  it  was  prepared  for  the  Governor  and  for  the  Commissioner  in  order 
to  participate  in  the  so-called  1002  process  going  on  with  respect  to  the  National  Wildlife  Refuge. 

MS.  WISELY:  Thank  you. 
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WAINWRIGHT  PUBLIC  HEARING  TESTIMONY  - 
RESPONSES  TO  COMMENTS 


Terry  Tagarook  (WA06)  (Pages  15-16) 


VERBATIM  EXCERPTS  AND 


My  name  is  Terry  Tagarook.  I'm  a  resident  of  Wainwright.  And  I'm  going  to  speak  in  English  since  we 
have  two  people  up  there  that  will  interpret  for  the  ones  that  don't  understand  what  I  say.  But  most  of  you 
should  know  what  I'm  going  to  say. 


are  marked  green,  that  he  would  recommend  (hat  a  larger  buffer  zone  be  placed  in  those  areas  so  thai  Ihal 
area  —  those  areas  that  are  used  for  subsistence  by  the  people  of  Nuiqsut  could  be  used  lor  them. 

I'm  sure  that  the  other  areas  like  the  lakes  that  are  used  for  harvesting  fresh  water  fish  would  also  be  - 
have  a  buffer  zone  around  those  areas. 

Response  WA09-001 

Please  refer  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  Sec.  ll.C.  1 . 


I  think  the  people  that  are  affected  most  would  be  Nuiqsut,  and  since  we  are  on  the  west  side  of  (hem  it 
would  be  pretty  good  if  they  opened  it  up  because  it  won't  affect  us.  No,  that's  not  true.  The  Inupiat,  all 
people  have  always  shown  respect,  respect  for  each  other.  Respect  for  the  land,  the  water  fowl,  the  game 
and  the  fish  that  we  depend  on.  1  think  that  there  should  be  some  consideration  in  showing  respect  to  our 
land  before  any  development  is  established. 

One  rule  of  thumb  they  always  told  us,  respect  the  animal,  respect  the  land.  And  the  people  like  the  oil 
companies  did  the  same.  I  don't  think  I  would  disagree  with  them  either  if  they  showed  respect  to  the 
land  and  our  water  fowl  and  our  game  in  that  area. 

Comment  WA06-001  (Page  15  Lines  23-25  and  Page  16  Lines  1-4) 

What  I  —  a  concern  that  came  to  me  is  what  affect  will  it  have  on  the  Western  and  Teshekpuk  herd,  the 
caribou  that  we  depend  on,  would  the  oil  lease  -  what  was  going  to  happen.  These  are  concerns  that  our 
people  are  concerned  about.  But  most  of  all,  we  like  to  show  respect  to  the  people  at  Nuiqsut  and  back 
them  up  in  their  decisions  in  the  oil  lease  sale  if  it  should  happen. 

Response   WA06-00I 

We  have  made  an  effort  to  incorporate  the  views  of  the  people  of  Nuiqsut  and  the  North  Slope, 
both  in  our  analysis  of  impacts  and  in  the  development  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  Section 
ll.C.  1 .  Please  refer  to  Section  FV  for  a  description  of  impacts  on  the  caribou  herds. 

And  I  hope  you  understand  what  I'm  saying  that  you  must  show  respect  to  the  people  and  the  land  they 
live  on  and  that  is  all  1  have  to  say. 


Winfrcd  Ahvakana  (WA09)  (Pages  17-18) 

My  naine  is  Winfred  Ahvakana  and  I'm  here  at  Wainwright,  resident  of  Wainwright.  If  I  start  talking  it 
will  be  about  9:30  so  bear  with  me  on  this. 

supported  the  village  of  Nuiqsut  for  their  subsistence  use  of  that  area.  He,  himself,  had  hunted 

Teshekpuk  Lake  and  all  over  in  that  area  and  within  the  rivers  there  also.  And  there's  various  types  of 
gaine  available  in  that  area  because  it  has  never  been  touched  by  oil  and  gas. 

In  1970,  along  with  Edgar  Toyana  (ph),  he  went  up  river  on  Colville  and  met  the  woods  there  at  Nugaluk. 
And  there  were  doing  subsistence  hunting  around  that  area. 

Comment  WA09-001  (Page  17  Lines  24  &  25  and  Page  18  Linesl-9) 

He  supports  that  area  of  subsistence  hunting  and  would  recommend  here  very  strongly  that  if  -  the 
alternative  two  in  the  area  of  where  it  has  been  marked  on  the  Ikpikpuk  River  and  all  the  rivers  there  that 
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WASHINGTON  D.C.  PUBLIC  HEARING  —  VERBATIM  EXCERPTS 

Dr.  William  Sladen  (DC06)  (Pages  35-37) 

Nice  to  see  so  many  young  people  here. 

My  name  is  William  Sladen,  Director,  Environmental  Studies  at  Airleigh,  Virginia,  and  Professor 
Emeritus,  Johns  Hopkins  University.  I've  been  involved  in  waterfowl  research,  especially  swans  and 
geese,  for  over  50  years.  I  am  familiar  with  the  entire  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  including  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  field,  and  NPRA,  having  surveyed  and  banded  waterfowl  there 
and  as  far  east  as  the  Anderson  River  delta. 

The  Colville  River  and  delta  and  Uike  Teshekpuk  areas  are  among  the  most  diverse  and  little  known  areas 
in  Alaska.  They  should  be  preserved  in  their  present  pristine  state. 

In  the  summer  of  1970  —  that's  a  long  time  ago  for  some  of  you  young  people  -  I  was  air-surveying 
tundra  swans  on  the  northern  slope  with  U.S.  Hsh  and  Wildlife  pilot-biologist  Jim  King  when,  to  my  utter 
surprise,  1  saw  a  colored  dye  swan  below.  The  bird  was  in  molt,  shedding  its  golden-dyed  feathers  across 
the  tundra.  Banded  near  Annapolis  on  the  Chesapeake  Bay  almost  4,000  miles  to  the  southeast,  it  was 
our  first  sighting  of  a  tundra  swan  on  the  northern  slope  of  Alaska. 

For  the  next  10  years,  until  the  birds  lost  their  neck  bands  and  thus  freed  themselves  from  our  scientific 
pryings,  we  re-sighted  these  individuals  and  their  young  either  in  their  breeding  grounds  in  the  Colville  or 
on  the  eastern  shore  of  the  Chesapeake  Bay  even  on  migration. 

From  the  late  1 950's  to  the  early  eighties,  before  and  during  the  establishment  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil 
field,  my  students  at  Johns  Hopkins  and  1  neckbanded  744  tundra  swans  on  their  northern  tundra  breeding 
grounds,  including  204  in  the  Colville  and  NPR-A.  Only  two  -  that  is  0.5  percent  -  of  the  416 
subsequently  re-sighted  were  seen  in  the  West.  The  rest  migrated  to  winter  in  Maryland,  Virginia,  or 
North  Carolina. 

Our  swan  research  demonstrated  what  we  all  need  to  shout  from  the  housetops:  We  are  all  connected  in 
the  ecological  web  of  life.  Yes,  even  what  affects  the  northern  slope  of  Alaska  can  have  an  impact  on  us 
here  on  the  Chesapeake  Bay.  Just  let  me  point  that  out.  What  the  Natives  and  what  everybody  else  does 
affects  us  and  what  we  do  in  the  Chesapeake  Bay  affects  them. 

1  have  read  the  statement  with  interest.  1  am  mindful  of  the  enormous  amount  of  research  and  debate  that 
went  on  before  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  field  was  permitted.   It  would  have  been  a  disaster  if  some  of  the 
recommendations  made  by  wildlife  biologists  had  not  been  implemented.  However,  the  impression  I  get 
from  this  impact  statement  is  that  it  has  been  rather  hastily  constructed,  with  inadequate  studies  of  the 
area. 

Please  be  sure  that  Rod  King,  who  is  a  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  biologist's,  statement  be  a  part  of  the 
record.  I  approve  and  support  his  excellent  statement.  Just  for  the  reasons  he  give,  the  area  should  be 
protected.  His  statement,  however,  covers  only  the  bird  populations.  For  example,  little  is  reported  on  the 
botany.  We  need  to  know  much  more  about  the  entire  ecosystem  and  more  particularly  how  this  fragile 
tundra  and  its  sensitive  wildlife  populations  can  withstand  the  perturbations  of  oil  exploitation. 


I  recommend  a  more  thorough  impact  statement  be  made  involving  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in 
cooperation  with  independent  conservation  biologists  before  this  is  opened  up  to  the  oil. 

Thank  you. 


Martin  Thomas  (DC08)  (Pages  39  42) 

My  name  is  Martin  Thomas.  I'm  representing  the  American  Council  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Economy. 
It's  my  pleasure  to  offer  comments  on  behalf  of  the  American  Council  for  an  Energy  Efficient  Economy 
on  proposed  leasing  in  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.   We  will  also  be  submitting  written 
coinments. 

I'm  here  to  discuss  alternatives  to  tapping  these  reserves  in  this  highly  sensitive  American  wilderness. 
Strengthening  one  single  policy,  a  policy  already  in  place  and  working,  will  make  drilling  in  the 
petroleum  reserve  unnecessary.  This  policy  is  the  Corporate  Average  Fuel  Economy  standards,  or  CAFE. 
In  place  since  the  mid- 1 970's,  CAfTi  has  saved  Americans  millions  of  barrels  of  oil  every  year  and  saved 
consumers  billions  of  dollars.  The  standard,  27.5  miles  per  gallon  for  cars,  is  the  saine  as  it  was  in  1985, 
despite  12  years  of  technological  innovation  in  the  automotive  industry.  The  standard  for  trucks  is  20.7 
miles  per  gallon.  This  is  virtually  unchanged  from  the  standard  of  20.5  10  years  ago. 

U.S.  fleetwide  fuel  economy  has  been  stagnant  or  declining  for  over  10  years.   Simply  raising  CAFE  to 
levels  which  engineering  studies  show  is  not  only  technologically  feasible,  but  is  cost  effective,  will  save 
much  more  oil  than  by  all  estimates  is  in  the  reserve.  Our  calculations  indicate  that  net  oil  savings  by  the 
year  2030  from  raising  CAFE  standards  to  45  miles  per  gallon  for  cars  and  34  miles  per  gallon  for  light 
trucks  will  save  over  36  billion  barrels  of  oil.  This  compares  to  the  highest  DEIS  estimate  of  2.2  billion 
barrels  of  oil.  500  million  barrels  of  oil  is  the  low  estimate  and  a  reasonable  midrange  estimate  from  the 
uses  is  about  900  million  barrels  of  oil. 

What  this  means  is  that  by  strengthening  CAFE  standards  we  can  save  over  35  times  the  amount  of  oil 
that  we  can  reasonably  expect  to  recover  from  the  petroleum  reserve.  This  is  a  level  which  can  be 
achieved  with  existing  conventional  technology,  much  of  which  is  in  use  or  ready  to  be  deployed  by 
automakers. 

The  added  cost  to  a  vehicle  for  this  technology  is  recoverable  through  fuel  savings  by  the  consumer  in  less 
than  5  years.  Implementing  high  tech  electric  and  hybrid  drive  trains  and  eventually  renewable  energy, 
possibly  fuel  cell  vehicles,  which  are  non-hydrogen,  will  save  even  more  oil  and  make  drilling  in  the 
reserve  even  more  of  an  unneeded  folly. 

Raising  CAFE  to  these  modest  levels  will  have  other  benefits  as  well.  Upstream  emissions,  emissions 
from  drilling,  transportation,  refining  gasoline  and  filling  up  fuel  tanks,  all  are  directly  proportional  to 
fuel  use.  The  less  gasoline  we  use,  the  cleaner  our  air  will  be. 

Under  the  45-34  MPG  scenario,  U.S.  greenhouse  gas  emissions  in  2012,  the  date  set  for  reductions  by  the 
Kyoto  protocol,  will  be  reduced  by  150  million  metric  tons  of  carbon  over  a  business  as  usual  scenario. 
To  put  this  in  perspective,  total  U.S.  emissions  in  1990  were  about  1.340  million  metric  tons  of  carbon. 
So  150  million  metric  tons  of  carbon  is  about  10  percent  of  the  1990  levels. 

Can  the  automakers  build  cars  this  efficient?  The  recent  Tokyo  and  Detroit  auto  shows  confirm  that  they 
can.  Ford  announced  the  P2000,  a  car  which  gets  63  miles  per  gallon  using  a  lightweight  body  and 
advanced  drive  train.  Toyota  is  now  selling,  not  a  prototype,  but  actually  selling,  hybrid  electric  cars  in 
Japan  that  get  65  miles  per  gallon.  This  car  costs  about  $  17,000,  not  much  more  than  a  comparable 
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conventional  gasoline  vehicle.  Orders  in  the  firsl  month  for  this  vehicle  were  three  limes  what  they  were 
expecting  and  they  are  now  going  to  double  production. 

We  have  a  crucial  choice  to  make:  continue  polluting  land,  air,  and  water  and  destroying  the  Arctic 
wilderness,  or  make  all  of  this  unnecessary  with  effective  energy  policies.  We  urge  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  not  to  lease  any  lands  in  the  NPR-A, 

Thank  you. 

Michael  Carroll  (DC09)  (Pages  42-43) 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Michael  Carroll.  I'm  here  as  a  concerned  citizen  from  Boise,  Idaho. 

I  would  like  10  focus  your  attention  on  the  idea  and  the  ideal  of  America's  Arctic.  For  most  of  us,  that's 
what  the  Arctic,  our  Arctic,  is  and  may  always  be.  Many  of  us  may  never  have  the  opportunity  to  stand 
on  the  northernmost  edge  of  our  country  and  look  out  over  the  land  that  is  truly  one  of  our  last  great  wild 
places. 

Whether  1  am  able  to  travel  there  are  not,  I  cherish  the  idea  that  a  wild  place  like  America's  Arctic  exists. 
I  enjoy  the  idea  that  it  is  a  place  where  massive  polar  bears  can  roam  the  land  and  magnificent  tundra 
swans  and  snow  geese  can  feed  and  continue  their  age-old  migration  cycle.  I  enjoy  the  idea  that  this  place 
exists. 

The  NPR-A,  America's  western  Arctic,  is  an  ideal  place,  one  that  has  been  set  aside  as  a  reserve,  and  I'd 
like  to  remind  you  of  that.  And  whether  you  see  the  western  Arctic  as  an  ideal  spot  for  oil  production  or 
an  ideal  place  for  preserving  wildlife  and  conserving  our  natural  heritage,  the  fact  remains  that  this  area  is 
a  reserve  and  there  is  absolutely  no  compelling  reason  for  us  to  drill  into  this  reserve. 

Our  Nation  has  no  sound  energy  policy,  no  oil  crisis,  no  need  for  additional  oil.  And  at  a  time  when  our 
world  is  negotiating  ways  of  curbing  emissions  froin  fossil  fuel  use,  I  am  appalled  that  we  would  even 
consider  drilling  into  one  of  America's  truly  wild  areas. 

An  ideal  Arctic  does  not  include  industrial  complexes  and  the  miles  of  roads  thai  go  along  with  oil 
production.  An  ideal  Arctic  does  not  include  miles  of  pipelines  that  disturb  migration  routes  and  destroy 
habitat. 

1  am  an  idealistic  person.  I'd  like  the  western  Arctic  lo  remain  an  ideal  place.  That  is  to  say,  1  want  the 
western  Arctic  to  remain  free  from  oil  drilling. 

Thank  you. 


Jeremy  Scheaffer  (DCU)  (Page  47) 

My  name  is  Jeremy  Scheaffer  and  I'm  a  concerned  citizen  from  Findley,  Ohio.  I'm  strongly  opposed  to  oil 
leasing  in  the  NPR-A. 

When  the  resource  was  established  in  1 923  il  was  intended  to  be  tapped  only  at  a  lime  of  pressing 
national  need.  I  do  not  believe  that  lining  the  pockets  of  executives  and  lobbyists  of  multinational  oil 
companies  should  be  considered  a  pressing  national  need.  At  the  same  time  oil  companies  argue  that  the 


Nation  needs  this  oil,  inillions  of  barrels  are  being  shipped  to  Asia,  worid  oil  prices  are  falling,  and  U.S. 
automobile  fuel  efficiency  is  declining. 

We  do  not  need  this  oil.   Multinational  companies  want  this  oil.  There  is  a  big  difference  between  need 
and  greed.  I  urge  you  to  select  alternative  A,  the  no-leasing  alternative. 

Thank  you. 


Paul  Fuhs  (DC22)  (Pages  78-80) 

Thank  you,  gentlemen.  My  name  is  Paul  Fuhs  and  I'm  here  as  a  citizen  of  the  United  Slates.   I'm  not 
representing  any  organization.  I  do  live  in  Alaska.  I've  lived  there  most  of  my  life.  Actually,  1  guess  I 
inoved  there  when  1  was  five,  so  1  like  to  say:  Well,  1  wasn't  born  there,  but  1  got  there  as  quick  as  1  could. 

I  used  to  be  the  mayor  of  a  fishing  village  in  Alaska  for  several  years.  In  Alaska  sustainable  development 
means  that  our  industries  can  coexist  with  each  other  and  in  fact  they're  interdependent  on  each  other. 
For  instance,  if  we  didn't  have  oil  development  and  fuel  our  fishing  boats  couldn't  even  go  out  and  fish. 

I'd  like  to  speak  here  in  support  of  alternative  E  today.  We've  heard  a  lot  about  a  lot  of  hypothetical 
impacts,  but  fortunately  we  have  a  25-year  track  record  in  Alaska  of  development  on  the  North  Slope,  and 
we've  found  that  those  hypothetical  impacts  didn't  occur.  The  caribou  herds  expanded  600  percent  during 
that  time.  No  appreciable  damage  to  wildlife. 

The  other  thing  that's  good  about  oil  development  or  developments  like  that  is  that  when  they're  done,  if 
you  have  proper  reclamation  language  and  those  type  of  elements  in  your  leases,  when  they're  done  you 
don't  have  permanent  loss  of  habitat.  It's  not  like  farming,  that  takes  it  forever,  or  this  area  that  we  see 
here  from  New  York  City  to  Washington,  D.C.,  that's  permanently  populated  and  will  be  eliminated  from 
habitat  forever.  1  can  guarantee  you  that,  even  if  there's  oil  development  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  it 
will  never  look  like  New  Jersey. 

There's  been  some  national  policy  issues  raised  and  1  think  that's  the  most  important  consideration.  We 
don't  have  an  energy  policy  in  this  country.  That's  too  bad.  One  of  the  important  elements  that's  missing 
is  how  are  we  going  to  produce  the  energy  that  we  need  for  this  country  to  keep  this  rooin  warm,  run  these 
lights,  drive  home  when  we  get  out  of  here.  You've  heard  about  the  Internet'?  Where's  the  energy  going  to 
come  from  to  run  the  Internet?  What  docs  it  take  to  build  a  computer'.'  All  these  things  that  we  take  for 
granted,  and  this  given  the  fact  that  more  than  50  percent  of  our  oil  now  conies  from  foreign  sources. 

I  think  the  most  important  idea  1  want  lo  get  acro.ss  is  if  we  can't  produce  energy  in  our  own  country, 
what's  the  net  effect  of  that'.'  We're  pushing  it  overseas  to  countries  like  Russia,  the  former  independent 
states,  Latin  America,  that  have  far  lower  environinental  standards  than  we  do.  How's  that  protecting  the 
environiTient? 

I  think  we're  going  in  reverse  with  that,  and  at  some  point  we  have  to  get  to  the  place  where  we  can  take 
pride  in  our  environmental  accomplishments  in  this  country,  rather  than  whip  ourselves  with  the  guilt  of 
just  wanting  to  be  productive  people  and  produce  the  energy  we  need  under  the  highest  environmental 
standards  in  the  world.  1  don't  see  what's  wrong  with  that. 

So  in  any  case,  I  would  encourage  you  to  proceed  with  alternative  E,  give  us  a  chance  to  do  this  as  we 
have  in  the  past,  under  the  highest  environmental  standards. 

And  1  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  speak  to  you  tonight.  Thank  you. 
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VI.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


VI.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION 


A.  INTRODUCTION:  Management  of  public  lands  on 
Alaska's  North  Slope,  including  the  Northeast  NPR-A 
Planning  Area,  is  of  considerable  public  interest,  not  just 
within  the  State  of  Alaska,  but  throughout  the  Nation. 
Expertise  on  the  resources  of  the  planning  area  is  also 
widely  dispersed.  People  knowledgeable  about  the 
resources  are  found  in  many  agencies  of  the  Federal,  State, 
and  North  Slope  Borough  (NSB)  governments  and  in 
academia,  environmental  interest  and  study  groups, 
industry,  and  the  people  who  call  the  North  Slope  home. 

The  ELM  has  reached  out  to  all  these  groups  to  obtain 
information  on  the  issues  and  the  resources  of  the  planning 
area.  The  following  discussion  begins  by  summarizing  this 
effort  focusing  on  five  elements:  our  formal  "scoping" 
work,  a  series  of  workshops  and  meetings  held  to  pool 
resource  information  and  develop  ideas  for  future 
management,  multiple  reviews  of  drafts  of  parts  of  the 
lAP/EIS,  special  cooperative  arrangements  with  the  State 
and  the  NSB,  and  publications  that  have  kept  the  public 
informed  of  our  progress.  The  section  then  concludes  with 
a  brief  description  of  the  groups  contacted  during  the 
planning  process  and  a  list  of  the  BLM  and  MMS  authors 
of  the  plan. 

B.  FORMAL  SCOPING:  The  formal  scoping  period 
began  when  BLM  published  a  Notice  of  Intent  (Notice)  to 
prepare  the  Northeast  NPR-A  lAP/EIS  in  the  Federal 
Register  on  February  13,  1997.  This  initiated  a  30-day 
public  scoping  period.  Scoping  comments  also  were 
requested  through  the  NPR-A  internet  web  site 
(http://aurora.ak.blm.gov/npra/);  comment  sheets 
distributed  at  public  meetings;  advertisements  in  the 
Anchorage  Daily  News,  Arctic  Sounder,  and  Fairbanks 
Daily  News-Miner;,  announcements  on  KBRW  public 
radio  (Barrow);  and  the  npr-a  report,  a  newsletter 
distributed  by  the  BLM-Alaska  Office  of  External  Affairs. 
(The  newsletter  has  since  been  renamed  the  npr-a  update.) 
These  announcements  requested  public  comment  on  the 
wide  range  of  resources  of  the  planning  area  and  for  ideas 
on  its  future  management.  The  Notice  also  included  a  call 
for  nominations  from  the  oil  industry  for  lands  within  the 
planning  area  to  be  considered  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 


During  the  formal  scoping  period,  BLM  met  with  a  wide 
range  of  interested  parties.  This  included  representatives 
of  environmental  groups;  the  oil  industry;  North  Slope 
village  and  corporate  leaders;  and  leaders  of  NSB,  State, 
and  other  Federal  land-management  and  resource- 
protection  agencies.  Public  meetings  were  held  in  Barrow, 
Alqasuk,  Anchorage,  Fairbanks,  and  Nuiqsut  during  March 
and  April  1997.  These  meetings  were  facilitated  and 
electronically  recorded  and  subsequently  transcribed  into  a 
written  record.  An  interpreter  was  present  at  the  meetings 
in  the  North  Slope  communities.  More  than  175  people 
attended  those  meetings,  and  101  written  comments  were 
received  during  the  scoping  period.  The  fonnal  public 
scoping  period  ended  April  18,  1997,  following  an 
extension  to  accommodate  scheduling  conflicts  that 
delayed  the  Nuiqsut  public  meeting. 

C.  WORKSHOPS  AND  MEETINGS:  The  BLM 

and  the  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS),  which  has 
helped  BLM  develop  the  lAP/EIS,  have  held  four 
workshops  or  meetings  to  obtain  information  and/or 
develop  alternatives.  The  first  of  these  was  the  NPR-A 
Symposium  held  April  16-18,  1997,  in  Anchorage.  It  was 
convened  to  provide  BLM  and  MMS  with  the  most  current 
information  on  resources  and  their  uses  in  the  northeast 
planning  area  and  the  potential  impacts  that  may  incur  from 
various  land  use  activities.  More  than  two  dozen  speakers 
from  government  agencies,  academia,  industry,  and  private 
consulting  companies  gave  presentations  during  the  three- 
day  symposium,  which  was  attended  by  more  than  1 30 
people.  A  synopsis  of  the  sessions  was  published  in  the 
NPR-A  Symposium  Proceedings:  Science,  Traditional 
Knowledge,  and  the  Resources  of  the  Northeast  Planning 
Area  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (MMS, 
1997). 

The  following  week,  BLM  held  a  planning  meeting  with 
representatives  from  MMS,  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
(FWS),  Alaska  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  the  NSB  to  review  the 
scoping  issues  and  formulate  management  alternatives. 
The  first  preliminary  draft  of  the  alternatives  resulted  from 
this  meeting. 
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The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Waterfowl/Caribou  Impact  Analysis 
Workshop  was  held  May  21-22,  1 997,  in  Fairbanks  to 
provide  BLM  with  specific  guidance  for  developing 
maximum  protective  measures  for  waterfowl  and  caribou  in 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  under  an  alternative  that  would 
allow  for  economically  feasible  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  that 
area.  On  the  first  day,  academic,  industry  and  other 
nonagency  biologists  and  other  specialists  presented 
pertinent  background  information.  On  the  second  day, 
there  was  one  panel  each  for  caribou  and  waterfowl.  These 
panels  consisted  of  Federal,  State,  and  Borough 
government  representatives  with  expert  knowledge  of 
waterfowl  and  caribou  biology  and  wildlife  interactions 
with  North  Slope  oil-  and  gas  field  operations.  The  FWS 
provided  invaluable  GIS  data  on  waterfowl.  A  summary  of 
these  proceedings  can  be  found  in  Appendix  E. 

An  NPR-A  Subsistence  Impact  Analysis  Workshop  was 
held  August  19-21,  1997,  in  Nuiqsut  to  provide  BLM  with 
specific  guidance  on  protective  measures  for  subsistence 
resources  and  users  under  alternatives  which  would  allow 
oil  and  gas  leasing.  A  workshop  panel  consisted  of 
Federal,  Slate,  Borough,  and  tribal  government 
representatives  from  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and 
Anaktuvuk  Pass  with  both  scientific  and  traditional 
knowledge  of  subsistence  resources  and  their  uses  in  the 
planning  area.  Public  meetings  were  held  in  Nuiqsut  and 
Barrow  in  conjunction  with  the  subsistence  workshop  to 
solicit  additional  information  from  local  residents  for  the 
panel's  consideration.  A  summary  of  these  proceedings  are 
included  in  this  document  as  Appendix  F. 

D.   PEER  REVIEWS:  The  BLM  and  MMS 

implemented  a  formal  peer  review  process  for  the 
preliminary  draft  EIS  that  included  specialists  from  the 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  (including  its  Biological  Resources 
Division),  FWS,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  National  Park  Service, 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  National 
Weather  Service,  Natural  Resources  Conservadon  Service, 
Office  of  Environmental  Policy  and  Compliance  (USDOI), 
State  of  Alaska,  and  the  NSB.  The  peer  reviewers 
examined  early  drafts  of  Sections  n,  in,  and  IV  and 
responded  in  writing  with  corrections  and  suggestions  for 
changes.  In  addition  authors  and  reviewers  engaged  in 
individual  conversations  before,  during,  and  after  the 
review  to  exchange  informadon.  Some  sections  were  sent 
out  for  a  second  series  of  reviews.  Prior  to  going  to  print, 
staff  of  the  FWS,  State,  and  NSB  joined  with  those  of 
BLM  and  MMS  to  review  of  the  entire  document.  The 
comments  at  all  stages  of  the  review  have  been  constructive 
and  exceedingly  helpful.  The  BLM  and  MMS,  not  the 
reviewers,  though,  remain  responsible  for  the  descriptions 
of  the  environment  and  the  impacts  of  the  alternatives,  and 
only  BLM  is  responsible  for  the  range  of  alternatives. 


E.  STATE  AND  NSB  COOPERATION:  Early  in 
the  lAP/EIS  process,  BLM  invited  the  State  and  the  NSB 
to  join  with  us  in  this  planning  effort.  The  Borough  helped 
coordinate  scoping  meetings,  the  subsistence  workshop, 
and  other  contacts  on  the  North  Slope,  provided  much  of 
its  unique  GIS  data  and  research  reports,  and  regularly 
consulted  with  BLM's  leadership  on  the  plan.  The  BLM 
also  funded  a  new  State  position  to  assure  smooth 
communication  of  state  concerns  and  information  between 
its  managers  and  resource  specialists  on  the  one  hand  and 
the  BLM/MMS  planning  team  on  the  other.  The  State's 
coordinator  was  based  in  BLM's  offices  in  Anchorage  and 
was  integrated  into  the  planning  team. 

F.  PUBLICATIONS:  The  BLM  has  distributed  four 
issues  of  the  npr-a  update.  The  first,  published  for  the 
formal  scoping  period,  introduced  the  plan  and  solicited 
comments.  The  second  reported  to  the  public  on  the  issues 
raised  during  scoping.  The  third  newsletter  updated 
readers  on  the  plan,  including  Secretary  Babbitt's  visit  to 
the  NPR-A  and  the  North  Slope.  The  fourth  issue  of  the 
npr-a  update  announced  the  publicadon  of  this  draft 
lAP/EIS  and  the  public  meedngs  to  be  held  to  obtain 
comments  on  it.  In  addition,  the  BLM  has  periodically 
updated  its  NPR-A  internet  web  site  initiated  during  formal 
scoping.  The  draft  lAP/EIS  also  will  be  available  over  the 
Internet. 

G.  AGENCIES  AND  ORGANIZATIONS 
CONSULTED:  The  following  agencies  and 
organizations  have  been  contacted  during  the  planning 
process. 

Federal  Agencies 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

National  Resources  Conservation  Service 

U.S.  Forest  Service 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

Nadonal  Weather  Service 
U.S.  Department  of  Defense 

U.S.  Army,  Corps  of  Engineers 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Minerals  Management  Service 

National  Park  Service 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
U.S.  Environmental  Protecdon  Agency 

State  of  Alaska  Agencies  and  Commissions 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Department  of  Regional  and  Community  Affairs 
Department  of  Transportation/Public  Facilities 
Division  of  Governmental  Coordination 
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University  of  Alaska,  Institute  of  Social  and  Economic 

Research 
University  of  Alaska,  Natural  Heritage  Program 

Municipal  Governments 
North  Slope  Borough 

City  of  Anaktuvuk  Pass 
City  of  Atqasuk 
City  of  Barrow 
City  of  Kaktovik 
City  of  Nuiqsut 
City  of  Wainwright 

Native  Alaska  Organizations 

Alaska  Eskimo  Whaling  Commission 
Alaska  Federation  of  Natives 
Arctic  Slope  Native  Association 
Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation 
Atqasuk  Inupiat  Corporation 
Barrow  Whaling  Captains  Association 
Inupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope 
Native  Village  of  Atqasuk 
Native  Village  of  Barrow 
Native  Village  of  Nuiqsut 
Kuukpik  Corporation 
Ukpeagvik  Inupiat  Corporation 

Following  is  a  partial  list  of  other  organizations  (for  a 

complete  mailing  list,  contact: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Office  of  External  Affairs 

(912),  222  W.  7th  Ave.,  Anchorage,  AK  99513) 
Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 
Alaska  Miners  Association 
Alaska  Oil  and  Gas  Association 
Alaska  Outdoor  Council 
Alaska  Visitors  Association 
Alaska  Wildlife  Alliance 
Alyeska  Pipeline  Service  Company 
Anardarko  Petroleum  Corporation 
ARCO  Alaska 
BP  Exploration 
Chevron  USA 
Cominco  Alaska 
Ducks  Unlimited  Inc. 
Exxon 
Greenpeace 

National  Audubon  Society 
Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center 
Phillips  Petroleum 
Sierra  Club 

The  Nature  Conservancy 
Trustees  for  Alaska 
Union  Oil  Company 
Union  Texas  Petroleum  Company 
Wilderness  Society 
Elected  Officials 


U.S.  Senator  Ted  Stevens 
U.S.  Senator  Frank  Murkowski 
U.S.  Representative  Don  Young 
Governor  of  Alaska  Tony  Knowles 
Alaska  State  Senators 
Alaska  State  Representatives 

H.   LIST  OF  PREPARERS:  The  portions  of  Sections 
III  and  IV  written  by  the  following  specialists  are  indicated 
in  parentheses.  AFO=Anchorage  Field  Office, 
ASO=Alaska  State  Office,  NFO=Northern  Field  Office. 

Elinore  M.  Anker,  MMS,  Technical  Publications  Writer- 
Editor 
Stan  Ashmore,  MMS,  Cartographer 
Dave  Bieganski,  BLM-ASO,  Cartographic  Technician 
Bob  Brock,  MMS,  Special  Assistant  to  the  Regional 

Director 
Mike  Burwell,  MMS,  Socioeconomic  Specialist 

(Subsistence  and  Sociocultural  Systems) 
Phyllis  Casey,  MMS,  Social  Science  Analyst  (Coastal  Zone 

Management) 
Jim  Craig,  MMS,  Geologist,  (Petroleum  Geology,  Oil  and 

Gas  Assessment  and  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration  and 

Development  Activities) 
Ida  DeBock,  MMS,  GIS  Technician 
Roger  Delaney,  BLM-NFO,  Natural  Resource  Specialist 

(Recreation  and  Visual  Resources) 
Jim  Ducker,  BLM-ASO,  Plan  Coordinator 
Joe  Dygas,  BLM-Joint  Pipeline  Office,  Petroleum 

Geologist 
Ray  Emerson,  MMS,  Supervisory  Environmental  Specialist 
Bob  Fisk,  BLM-ASO,  Mining/Petroleum  Engineer  (Spill 

Prevention  and  Response) 
Susan  Flora,  BLM-NFO,  Environmental  Scientist 

(Hazardous  Materials) 
Tim  Hammond,  BLM-NFO,  GIS  Specialist 
Don  Hansen,  MMS,  Wildlife  Biologist,  (Terrestrial  and 

Marine  Mammals) 
John  Haugh,  BLM-WO,  Senior  Specialist  for  Ecosystem 

Science 
Tim  Holder,  MMS,  Economist  (Economy) 
Ken  Holland,  MMS,  Marine  Biologist  (Fish) 
Dwight  Hovland,  BLM-ASO,  Soils  Scientist  (Soils) 
Joel  Hubbard,  MMS,  Wildlife  Biologist  (Birds) 
Bob  Karlen,  BLM-NFO,  Fisheries  Biologist 
Bob  King,  BLM-ASO,  Anthropologist/ Archaeologist 
Mike  Kleven,  BLM-NFO,  Natural  Resource  Specialist 
Jon  Kostohrys,  BLM-NFO,  Hydrologist  (Water  Resources) 
Mike  Kunz,  BLM-NFO,  Archaeologist  (Cultural  Resources 

and  Paleontological  Resources) 
Jody  Lindemann,  MMS,  Technical  Publications  Writer- 
Editor 
Elliot  Lowe,  BLM-NFO,  Natural  Resource  Specialist 
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Don  Meares,  BLM-NFO,  Natural  Resource  Specialist 

(Physiography,  Sand  and  Gravel,  and  Oil  and  Gas 

Exploration — Environmental  Status) 
Robert  Merrill,  BLM-ASO,  Land  Law  Examiner 
Mark  Meyer,  BLM-ASO,  Physical  Scientist  (Mineral 

Potential) 
Kyle  Monkelien,  MMS,  Petroleum  Engineer  (Air  Quality) 
Anne  Morkill,  BLM-NFO,  Wildlife  Biologist/Facilitator 
Johanna  Munson,  State  of  Alaska,  NPR-A  Coordinator 
Jerry  Nordmann,  BLM-NFO,  Natural  Resource  Specialist 
Mazelle  O.  Parker,  MMS,  EIS  Specialist 
John  Payne,  BLM-ASO,  Wildlife  Biologist 
Dick  Prentki,  MMS,  Oceanographer,  (Water  Quality  and 

Fate  and  Behavior  of  Oil  Spills) 
Dick  Roberts,  MMS,  Oceanographer 
Kirk  Sherwood,  MMS,  Geologist  (Petroleum  Geology  and 

Oil  and  Gas  Assessment) 
Caryn  Smith,  MMS,  Oceanographer  (Climate  and 

Meteorology  and  Oil  Spills) 
Wayne  Svejnoha,  BLM-ASO,  HAZMAT  Specialist 
Gene  Terland,  BLM-ASO,  NPR-A  Team  Leader 
John  Tremont,  MMS,  Geographer  (Transportation  and 

Major  Projects  Considered  in  the  Cumulative  Case) 
Gail  Walsh,  BLM-ASO,  Cartographic  Technician 
Frank  Wendling,  MMS,  Marine  Biologist  (Endangered  and 

Threatened  Species) 
Curt  Wilson,  BLM-ASO,  Planner/Environmental 

Coordinator 
Mike  Worley,  BLM-NFO,  Realty  Specialist  (Lands) 
Ella  Wright,  BLM-ASO,  Writer/Editor 
Dave  Yokel,  BLM-NFO,  Wildlife  Biologist  (Special  Areas 

and  Special  Management  Zones  and  Vegetation) 
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INVENTORY  AND  MONITORING 

During  the  life  of  tliis  plan,  inventory  and  monitoring  would  be  used  as  a  management  tool  to  determine  the  status  of 
the  various  resources  within  the  area,  to  ensure  compliance  with  plan  decisions,  to  measure  the  effectiveness  of  the 
decisions,  to  ensure  compliance  with  stipulations  that  are  attached  to  land  use  audiorizations,  and  to  evaluate  the 
effectiveness  of  the  stipulations  at  accomplishing  the  purposes  for  which  they  are  required.  A  monitoring  program 
to  accomplish  tliese  purposes  would  be  developed  and  implemented.  The  most  attention  would  be  given  to  those 
activities  that  have  the  highest  potential  for  environmental  impact  and  Uiose  that  are  the  most  controversial.  The 
results  of  these  monitoring  activities  would  be  produced  in  reports.  Any  monitoring  program  that  is  developed 
would  be  done  in  cooperation  with  die  State  of  Alaska,  Department  of  Fi.sh  and  Game;  die  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service;  and  die  Nordi  Slope  Borough  (NSB),  as  appropriate. 

The  following  discussion  provides  die  primary  objectives  for  and  brief  descriptions  of  the  types  of  inventory  and 
monitoring  that  could  occur  for  the  surface  resources  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  manages  widiin  the 
planning  area. 

1.  Cultural:  Inventory  and  monitoring  of  cultural  resources  would  be  conducted 
primarily  to  ensure  that  all  sites  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (National  Register)  and  other 
significant  sites  are  preserved.  Traditional  knowledge  is  an  important  factor  in  die  identification  and  interpretation 
of  these  sites.  Inventories  related  to  development  activities  would  focus  on  specific  locations,  while  inventories 
related  to  building  a  database  of  known  sites  would  focus  on  more  general  areas — usually  diose  expected  to  contain 
die  highest  numbers  of  cultural  resources,  such  as  good  viewpoints,  river  banks,  and  game-concenti-ation  points. 
After  a  site  is  discovered  through  inventory/survey,  it  is  evaluated  against  criteria  for  nomination  to  die  National 
Register  to  determine  its  level  of  significance.  Many  of  these  sites  would  be  useful  in  research,  education,  and 
interpretation  to  preserve  the  cultural  heritage  of  North  Slope  residents. 

Local  concern  over  the  identification  and  protection  of  cultural  and  historic  places  was  exemplified  in  the  comments 
made  by  Mr.  Leonard  Lampe  at  die  public  scoping  meeting  held  in  Nuiqsut. 

2.  Lands:  The  primary  objective  of  an  inventory  and  monitoring  program  for  lands  is 
locating  through  survey  and  subsequentiy  conveying  the  Native  allotments  and  other  entitlements  that  exist  under 
the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  The  second  objective  is  establishing  die  location  and  ownership  of 
existing  structures,  primarily  cabins,  widiin  die  planning  area.  This  information  will  be  used  to  evaluate  potential 
conflicts  between  existing  land  uses  and  potential  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development.  This  information  will 
also  be  used  in  studies  and  efforts  by  the  BLM,  working  widi  the  NSB,  to  address  those  sti-uctures  diat  are  on 
Federal  public  lands  without  authorization  from  the  BLM. 

3.  Fish:  Inventory  and  monitoring  of  fish  would  establish  baseline  information  of  fish 
populations,  when  necessary.  A  cooperative  effort  between  agencies  and  disciplines  to  establish  an  issue-based, 
long-teim  monitoring  program  would  be  undertaken  for  activities  where  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
occur.  This  would  include  monitoring  die  effectiveness  of  mitigating  measures  through  limnological,  biological, 
and  physical  habitat  studies.  Monitoring  of  public-participation  reaeational  and  subsistence  fisheries  would  be 
done.  See  die  subsistence  discussion  in  paragraph  7  for  a  discussion  of  how  fish  and  subsistence  inventory  and 
monitoring  are  related. 

4.  Hazardous  Materials:  The  BLM  would  conduct  and  maintain  an  inventory  of 
lands  to  identify  currentiy  unknown  hazardous  materials  sites.  Research  would  be  conducted  to  identify  l(x.-ations  of 
past  spills  or  dumps.  Record  searches  and  interviews  widi  local  residents  and  government  personnel  would  be 
conducted.  During  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development,  BLM  would  monitor  activities  to  ensure  compliance 
with  permit  requirements. 

5.  Paleontology:  Inventory  and  monitoring  of  paleontological  resources  would  be 
conducted  primarily  to  ensure  diat  all  significant  sites  are  preserved.  Inventories  related  to  development  activities 
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would  focus  on  specific  locations,  while  inventories  related  to  building  a  database  of  known  sites  would  focus  on 
more  general  areas,  usually  those  along  the  Colville  and  Ikpikpuk  rivers  where  known  concentrations  of 
paleontological  specimens  exist.  After  a  site  is  discovered  through  inventory/survey,  it  is  evaluated  to  determine  its 
level  of  importance.  Many  sites  would  be  useful  in  research,  education,  and  interpretation  to  preserve  the  cultural 
heritage  of  North  Slope  residents. 

6.  Recreation:  Commercial  recreational  use  will  be  monitored  for  adherence  to  permit 
stipulations.  The  BLM  also  will  monitor  general  reaeation  use  that  may  occur  within  the  planning  area  and  on  the 
adjacent  rivers  and  sites  where  BLM  has  management  jurisdiction.  Monitoring  will  focus  on  both  the  impacts  of 
recreation  on  other  surface  resources  and  the  effects  of  activities,  such  as  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development, 
on  recreational  values.  As  part  of  the  monitoring  program,  BLM  may  conduct  visitor-use  surveys  to  ascertain  what 
issues  or  concerns  users  of  the  area  have. 

7.  Subsistence:  Inventory  and  monitoring  would  assist  in  accomplishing  tlie  goal  of 
conserving  healthy  populations  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  that  are  important  for  subsistence  purposes. 
Inventory-based  data  would  be  collected  for  caribou,  moose,  fish,  furbearers,  and  various  waterfowl,  hicidental 
sighungs  of  muskoxen  and  grizzly  bears  would  provide  data  on  these  species.  Of  primary  interest  would  be  data  on 
population  trends  and  distributions  for  all  species  and  sex  and  age  composition  for  caribou  and  mcx)se.  Gaining  an 
understanding  of  the  relationship  of  species  to  their  habitat  and  the  amount  of  habitat  needed  for  individuals  or 
breeding  pairs  also  would  be  very  important. 

For  many  residents  of  the  North  Slope,  subsistence  is  the  most  important  issue  addressed  in  this  document;  and 
concern  about  tlie  possible  effects  of  die  management  actions  being  considered  in  this  document  was  a  consistent 
theme  during  public  meefings.  One  major  recommendation  that  came  out  of  a  subsistence  workshop  panel  held  in 
Barrow  and  Nuiqsut  as  part  of  the  planning  process  was  die  development  of  a  subsistence-monitoring  program.  The 
approach  to  inventory  described  here  is  a  major  part  of  that  program.  Under  alternafives  B  through  E,  the  BLM  will 
work  with  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  and  the  NSB  to  develop  a  program  to  monitor  the  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  subsistence  users. 

8.  Vegetation:  Inventory  and  monitoring  are  important  strategies  in  meefing  the 
objecfive  of  identifying  key  habitats  for  various  wildlife  species,  including  waterfowl,  and  conserving  populations 
of  rare  plant  species.  The  BLM  soon  will  complete  a  digital  land-cover  classification  of  the  study  area.  This 
database  will  be  analyzed  in  conjunction  with  other  data  on  observed  occurrence  of  wildlife  species  and  known  rare 
plant  locaUons  to  identify  correlations  that  may  exist.  This  information  will  then  be  used  to  identify  critical  habitats, 
potential  habitat  expansion  areas,  or  areas  that  are  likely  to  sustain  rare  plants.  These  areas  can  then  be  sampled  to 
determine  the  validity  of  tlie  correlations  and  interpretations.  Monitoring  of  vegetation,  either  through  remote 
sensing  or  on-the-ground  studies,  would  be  conducted  to  detect  any  change  over  time.  Site-specific  surveys  to 
locate  populations  of  rare  plants  would  occur  ahead  of  any  surface  development. 

9.  Water  Resources:  Inventory  and  monitoring  would  help  to  provide  data  that  are 
necessary  to  minimize  undue  and  unnecessary  degradation  to  water  resources  within  the  planning  area  and  adjacent 
watershed.  Inventories  would  identify  the  water-resource  availability  and  requirements  for  the  planning  area  and 
adjacent  watersheds.  Hydrology  and  limnology  will  be  correlated  to  critical  aquatic  habitat  areas  for  fisheries  and 
waterfowl.  Both  fieldwork  and  Geographic  Information  System  mapping  would  be  necessary.  Field  studies  would 
take  the  form  of  instream  flow  and  stream  gaging  in  high-resource- value  areas,  and  the  causes  of  change  in  water 
quality  would  be  identified  when  possible. 

10.  Well  site  Management:  Inventory  and  evaluation  of  previously  drilled  oil  and  gas 
exploration  wells  would  determine  whether  they  should  be  plugged  or  left  open  to  support  ongoing  research 
programs.  Geographic  Positioning  System  locations  are  needed  along  with  records  of  the  location  of  wells  in 
relation  to  significant  physiographic  and  human  structures;  see  Section  III.  A.  Lf  of  this  environmental  impact 
statement. 

11.  Wildlife:  inventorying  and  monitoring  species  are  essential  to  managing  lands  to 
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maintain  healthy  wildlife  populations.  Federal,  State,  and  NSB  agencies  focus  their  separate  and  joint  inventory 
work  in  the  planning  area  on  certiiin  species  based  on  the  agencies'  missions  and  the  results  of  public  interest. 
Ongoing  inventories  in  which  BLM  is  a  participant  include  caribou  calving,  composition  and  movement  of  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  herd,  raptor  breeding  along  the  Colville  River,  and  breeding  land  birds  in  the  Umiat  area.  Funding 
permitting,  BLM  might  participate  in  additional  future  inventorying  and  monitoring  of  population  demographics  of 
spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders,  moose,  and  muskoxen.  See  the  subsistence  discussion  in  paragraph  7  above  for  a 
discussion  of  how  fish  and  subsistence  inventory  and  monitoring  are  related. 
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LOW-PROBABILITY  HIGH-EFFECTS  VERY  LARGE  OIL  SPILL  EVENTS 


A.  EFFECTS  OF  A  WELL  BLOWOUT  AND 
PIPELINE  RUPTURE:  An  oil  spill  is  the  single  event 
with  the  greatest  potential  impact  to  the  environment  during 
exploration  and  development.  An  Oil  Spill  Contingency 
Plan  is  required  prior  to  approval  and  conduct  of  any 
drilling  activity  to  address  the  protection  of  waters  and 
landforms  and  meet  impacts  produced  as  a  consequence  of 
accidental  spills. 

In  the  Introduction  and  Basic  Assumptions  for  Effects 
Assessment  section  (Sec.  IV. A)  of  this  document  is  a 
section  on  oil  spills.  Based  on  data  obtained  on  the  history 
of  spills  on  the  North  Slope,  estimates  are  made  as  to  the 
number,  types,  and  quantity  of  spilled  crude  and  refined  oil 
that  can  be  anticipated  under  the  various  alternatives.  The 
environmental  consequences  of  these  estimates  are 
contained  in  the  discussions  by  resource  throughout  the 
remainder  of  Section  IV. 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  provide  scenarios  for  low- 
probability,  high-effects,  oil-spill  events.  Two  hypothetical 
cases  are  considered  in  this  section:  a  well  blowout  and  an 
oil-pipeline  rupture.  A  third  hypothetical  tanker  spill  case 
is  considered  in  Section  II  of  this  Appendix.  These 
scenarios  apply  to  each  of  the  alternatives  described  in  the 
EIS 

Well  Blowout  Assumptions:   The  Alpine  Development 
Project:  Environmental  Evaluation  Document  (September 
1997  Revision),  prepared  for  the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  by  Arco  Alaska,  Inc.  et  al.,  identified  a  well 
blowout  as  the  "reasonable  worst-case"  oil  spill.  In  that 
document,  it  was  estimated  that  the  spill  would  amount  to 
1 ,000  bbl/day.  It  also  was  stated  that  a  blowout  typically 
would  be  controlled  within  3  days  using  heavy  muds  or 
other  "top  kill"  intervention. 

For  purposes  of  analysis  in  this  lAP/EIS,  it  was  assumed 
that  a  relief  well  would  need  to  be  drilled,  and  that  the 
onsite  drill  rig  would  be  damaged.  For  this  scenario,  an 
estimated  34  days  could  elapse  prior  to  controlling  the  well. 
An  estimated  34,000  bbl  of  crude  oil  would  spill.  If  such 
an  event  were  to  occur  during  exploration,  oil  from  the 
plume  fallout  and  the  wellhead  would  be  deposited  over 
snow  and  ice  surfaces.  If  such  an  event  occurred  during 
the  drilling  of  a  development  well,  it  still  is  likely  that  the 
oil  would  be  deposited  over  snow  and  ice  surfaces,  because 
those  are  the  prevailing  conditions  the  majority  of  the  year 
on  the  North  Slope.  However,  the  event  could  occur 
during  spring  breakup  or  during  the  summer  season  and 
deposit  the  oil  on  melting  snow  and  ice  or  water  and 
vegetation,  respectively. 

The  area  affected  would  be  determined  by  the  plume  size, 
which  is  dictated  by  flow  pressure  and  the  diameter  of  the 
orifice.  Typically,  >30  percent  of  the  oil  evaporates  before 


settling  on  land.  For  this  scenario,  it  is  projected  that  oil 
droplets  settling  out  from  the  plume  could  cover  up  to 
several  acres  in  downwind  directions.  Also,  oil  flowing 
from  the  drill  site  would  spread  downslope  following  the 
terrain  and  potentially  flow  into  a  lake  or  waterbody.  The 
estimated  area  of  impact  is  <  150  acres. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  Fate  and  Behavior  of  Oil  Spills, 
please  refer  to  Section  IV.A.3.  Given  the  present 
technology  associated  with  blowout  prevention  and 
effective  well  control,  it  is  extremely  unlikely  that  an 
uncontrolled  release  of  crude  oil  could  occur. 

Pipeline  Rupture  Assumptions:  A  pipeline  rupture  is 
identified  as  the  "extreme  worst-case"  in  The  Alpine 
Development  Project:  Environmental  Evaluation 
Document  (September  1997  Revision).  For  purposes  of 
this  lAP/EIS,  it  was  assumed  that  a  14-in  diameter  pipeline 
with  a  flow  rate  of  48/bbl/minute  ruptures  with  an  initial 
discharge  of  50  bbl.  The  2,800  bbl  of  oil  contained  within 
the  pipeline  is  assumed  to  be  released  due  to  the  distance 
and  gradient  to  the  shutoff  valves. 

Oil  flowing  from  the  pipeline  rupture  would  spread 
downslope  following  the  terrain  and  potentially  could  flow 
into  a  lake  or  waterbody.  While  the  highest  probability  is 
that  the  oil  would  be  deposited  on  a  snow  and  ice  surface, 
it  could  be  deposited  on  melting  snow,  ice,  and  water,  or  on 
vegetation,  depending  on  the  time  of  the  year.  Tlie 
estimated  area  of  impact  is  <  150  acres. 

B.   EFFECTS  OF  A  200,000  BARREL  TANKER 
OIL  SPILL: 

Assumptions:  The  environmental  impacts  of  low- 
probability,  high  effects,  very  large  tanker  spill  along  the 
TAPS  Tanker  Route  is  analyzed  in  the  Gulf  of 
Alaska/Yakutat  Planning  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Sale  158 
(USDOI,  MMS,  1995).  This  appendix  uses  that 
information  to  analyze  tanker  spills  occurring  from  oil 
production  in  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area.  For 
estimates  of  the  chance  of  one  or  more  tanker  spills 
occurring  from  oil  production  in  the  planning  area,  refer  to 
Table  IV.A.2-5. 

The  potential  effects  of  a  catastrophic  spill  of  200,000  bbl 
are  analyzed  on  representative  areas  of  sensitive  resources 
in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska.  A  very  large  oil  spill  is  a  low- 
probability  event  that  has  the  potential  for  very  high  effects 
on  the  environment.  For  purposes  of  analysis,  this  large  oil 
spill  is  assumed  to  occur  along  the  TAPS  tanker  route  in 
the  Gulf  of  Alaska.  The  offshore  area  between  Dry  Bay 
and  Lituya  Bay  was  chosen  as  a  spill  point  for  this  analysis 
based  on  the  diversity  of  exposed  sensitive  environmental 
resources  from  an  oil  spill  in  this  area  (Fig.  B-1).  The  spill 
size  was  chosen  based  on  the  two  largest  tanker  spills  in 


B-1 


APPENDIX  B 


LOW-PROBABILITY  HIGH-EFFECTS  VERY  LARGE  OIL  SPILL  EVENTS 


Table  B-1 

Hypothetical  200,000-bbl  Tanker-Spill-Size  Examples^ 


200,000-bbl  spill^ 

Time  After  Spill  in  Days 

1 

3 

10 

30 

45 

60 

Oil  Remaining  (%) 

79 

70 

53 

37 

33 

31 

Oil  Dispersed  (%) 

2 

7 

19 

32 

35 

37 

Oil  Evaporated  (%) 

16 

21 

26 

29 

30 

30 

Thickness  (mm) 

5.1 

2.9 

1.4 

0.7 

0.5 

0.4 

Area  of  Thicl<  Slick  (km^f 

4.7 

7.3 

12 

17 

19 

21 

Discontinuous  Area  (km^)" 

88.0 

365.2 

1,737.5 

7,210.9 

12,192.6 

17,698.7 

Source:  USDOI,  IVIMS,  Alaska  OCS  Region,  1993. 

'  Calculated  with  the  SAI  oil-weathering  model  of  Kirstein,  Payne,  and  Redding  (1983).  These  examples  —for  a  Cook  Inlet  Crude  type — 

are  discussed  in  Section  IV.A,  Fate  and  Behavior. 
^  Summer  11.7-kn-windspeed,  9.9-°C,  1.0-m-wave  height.  Average  Weather  Marine  Area  C  (Brower  et  al.,  1988). 
'  This  is  the  area  of  oiled  surface. 
"  Calculated  from  Equation  6  of  Table  2  in  Ford  (1985):  the  discontinuous  area  of  a  continuing  spill  or  the  area  swept  by  an  instantaneous 

spill  of  a  given  volume. 


Table  B-2 

Mass  Balance  of  Oil  Through  Time  of  a  Hypothetical  200,000-bbl  Oil  Spill 

Along  Tanker  Segment  T6 


Days 

1 

3 

10 

30 

45 

60 

Oil  Evaporated' 

30,000= 

40,000 

48,000 

56,000 

58,000 

58,000 

Oil  Disbursed''^ 

4,000 

9,000 

31,000 

55,000 

57,000 

60,000 

Oil  Sedimented^'^ 

0 

5,000 

9,000 

11,000 

13,000 

16,000 

Oil  Onshore''^ 

0 

17,000 

30,000 

40,000 

45,000 

55,000 

Oil  Remaining'^ 

162,000 

125,000 

78,000 

36,000 

23,000 

7,000 

Source:  MMS,  Alaska  OCS  Region,  1993. 

'  Calculated  with  the  SAI  oil-weathering  model  of  Kirstein,  Payne,  and  Redding  (1983). 

The  examples  are  for  a  Cook  Inlet  crude  type  in  Summer  9.9-°C  sea-surface  temperature  and  1 1 .7-kn  winds. 
=  Barrels. 
^  Modified  to  fit  fate  calculations  of  Gundlach  et  al.  (1983)  and  Wolfe  et  al.  (1993). 


U.S.  waters,  the  Burma  Agate  near  Galveston  (247,500 
bbl)  and  the  Exxon  Valdez  in  Prince  William  Sound 
(258,000  bbl)  (Anderson,  1994,  pers.  comm.;  Wolfe  et  al., 
1994).  The  selected  area  is  affected  by  a  200,000-bbl 
hypothetical  spill  with  characteristics  identified  in  the 
following  scenario. 

Tanker-Spill  Scenario:  A  hypothetical  tanker  spill  occurs 
along  Tanker  Segment  T6  with  onshore  winds  in  summer 
(Fig.  B-1).  The  70,000-dead-weight-ton  tanker  releases 
200,000  bbl  of  Cook  Inlet-like  crude  oil.  Weather 
conditions  hamper  cleanup  activities  in  the  first  10  days 
and  the  oil  is  washed  ashore,  contacting  the  coastline 
within  10  days  and  affecting  the  exposed  portion  of  the 
area  within  30  days  after  its  release. 


Figures  B-1  and  B-2  graphically  present  the  estimated 
conditional  probabilities  (expressed  as  percent  chance)  that 
an  oil  spill  starting  at  Tanker  Segment  T6  in  the  summer 
season  would  contact  individual  Land  Segments  (LS's), 
Sea  Segments  (SS's),  and  Environmental  Resource  Areas 
(ERA's)  within  3,  10,  and  30  days,  assuming  that  a  >  1,000- 
bbl  spill  occurs  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  (USDOI,  MMS, 
1995). 

The  hypothetical  200,000-bbl  spill  occurs  approximately  60 
km  due  east  of  the  coast  between  Dry  Bay  and  Lituya  Bay 
along  Tanker  Segment  T6.  The  current  regime  in  the 
vicinity  of  this  hypothetical  200,000-bbl  spill  is 
characterized  by  the  flow  of  the  Alaska  Current  and  the 
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Table  B-3 

200,000-bbl  Spill  Dispersed-Oil  Characteristics 


Time  after         Oil  Dispersed^ 
Spill  in  Days^  (%) 


Discontinuous  Assumed  Dispersed-oil 

Area^  Dispersion  Depth  Concentration 

(km^)  (m)  (/.g/l) 


1 

2 

88.0 

1 

6,477 

3 

7 

365.2 

2 

2,731 

10 

19 

1,737.5 

7.5 

416 

30 

32 

7,210.9 

15 

84 

45 

35 

12,192.6 

17.5 

47 

60 

37 

17,698.7 

20 

30 

Source:  USDOI,  MMS,  Alaska  OCS  Region,  1993.  'Table  B-1. 


Alaska  Coastal  Current.  These  currents  move  the  oil  spill 
to  the  north  and  west  along  the  Gulf  of  Alaska. 

Within  10  days  during  summer,  the  Oil-Spill-Risk  Analysis 
(OSRA)  estimates  oil-spill  contact  to  Kayak  Island,  Cape 
Suckling,  the  area  adjacent  to  Bering  Glacier  and  Kaliakh 
River  (LS's  68,  69,  70  and  71),  and  the  area  from  the 
Yahtse  River  to  Yakutat  Bay  (LS's  74,  75  and  76)  from  a 
spill  occurring  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  (Fig.  B-2).  By 
the  end  of  day  30,  the  OSRA  estimates  contact  to  Gore 
Point  and  the  Pye  Islands  (LS's  56  and  58)  and  from 
Elrington  and  Latouche  Island  to  Cape  Fairweather  (LS's 
61  through  80)  from  a  spill  occurring  along  Tanker 
Segment  T6  (Fig.  B-2). 

During  summer  by  the  end  of  day  10,  the  OSRA  estimates 
oil-spill  contact  to  ERA's  5  through  8  from  a  spill 
occurring  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  (Fig.  B-2).  By  the  end 
of  day  30,  the  OSRA  estimates  oil-spill  contact  to  ERA's  5 
through  15  and  1 8  and  to  SS  1  and  2  from  a  spill  occurring 
along  Tanker  Segment  T6  (Fig.  B-2). 

Using  the  oil-weathering  model  of  Kirstein,  Payne,  and 
Redding  (1983),  the  mass  balance  estimates  from  the 
Amoco  Cadiz  oil  spill  (Gundlach  et  al.,  1983)  and  the 
Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  (Wolfe  et  al.,  1993),  and  Table  B-1, 
a  qualitative  mass  balance  for  a  hypothetical  oil  spill  of 
200,000  bbl  is  presented  in  Table  B-2.  Approximately  30 
percent  of  the  oil  is  dispersed  into  the  water  column.  A 
large  component,  approximately  28  percent,  comes  ashore. 
Approximately  30  percent  of  the  oil  is  lost  to  the 
atmosphere  due  to  evaporation.  After  60  days,  the  oil 
(7,000  bbl)  represented  by  the  slick  is  no  longer  visible  as  a 
coherent  slick  and  is  in  the  form  of  tarballs  and  tar  particles 
suspended  in  the  water  column. 


As  stated  in  the  mass  balance,  approximately  55,000  bbl 
would  be  onshore  after  60  days.  The  approximately  55,000 
bbl  of  oil  is  estimated  to  landfall  portions  of  the  shores  of 
the  northern  Gulf  of  Alaska  and  Prince  William  Sound, 
based  on  the  OSRA  results  discussed  above  from  a  spill 
along  Tanker  Segment  T6. 

Theoretical  calculations  of  slick  size  from  a  hypothetical 
spill  of  200,000  bbl  were  investigated  using  the  equations 
of  Ford  (1985)  and  Kirstein,  Payne,  and  Redding  (1983). 
Table  B-1  shows  the  estimated  areal  extent  of  a  continuous 
thick  slick  and  a  discontinuous  slick  through  time. 

1 .   Air  Quality:  Under  this  analysis,  a  200,000-bbl-oil 
spill  would  affect  onshore  air  quality.  Emissions  would 
result  from  evaporation  and  burning  of  the  spilled  oil. 

Evaporation  of  spilled  oil  is  a  source  of  gaseous  emissions. 
Modeling  predictions  of  hydrocarbon  evaporation  (Payne 
et  al,  1984a,b,  1987)  from  a  200,000-bbl  slick  over  30-day 
periods  estimate  that  56,000  bbl — or  7,817  tons — of 
hydrocarbons  would  evaporate.  Because  approximately  1 0 
percent  of  gaseous  hydrocarbons  are  nonmethane  volatile 
organic  compounds  (VOC),  781.7  tons  of 'VOC  would  be 
lost  to  the  atmosphere.  The  movement  of  the  oil  slick 
during  this  time  would  result  in  lower  concentrations  and 
dispersal  of  emissions  over  an  area  several  orders  of 
magnitude  larger  than  the  slick  itself. 

In  situ  burning  is  a  preferred  technique  for  cleanup  and 
disposal  of  spilled  oil  in  oil-spill-contingency  plans.  For 
catastrophic  oil  spills,  in  situ  burning  may  be  the  only 
effective  technique  for  spill  control. 

Burning  could  affect  air  quality  in  two  important  ways. 
Burning  would  reduce  emissions  of  gaseous  hydrocarbons 
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Tanker  Segment  (T6) 
3  Days 


Tanker  Segment  (T6) 
10  Days 


Tanker  Segment  (T6) 
30  Days 
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Source:  USDOI,  MMS,  1995. 


Figure  B-1.     Estimated  Conditional  Probabilities  (expressed  as  percent  chance)  That  an  Oil  Spill  Creater  Than  or 
Equal  to  1,(X)0  Barrels  Starting  at  Hypothetical  Tanker  Segment  6  (T6)  in  the  Summer  Season  Will 
Contact  a  Certain  Land  Segment  within  3,  10,  or  30  Days 
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Note:  Only  ERA's  with  >0.5  conditional  probability  (expressed  as  percent  chance)  are  shown  on  the  graph.  ERA's  1-4,  16,  17, 
19-26,  and  SS's  3  and  4  have  <0.5  conditional  probability  (expressed  as  percent  chance). 
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Source:  USDOI,  MMS,  1995 
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Figure  B-2.    Estimated  Conditional  Probabilities  (expressed  as  percent  chance)  That  an  Oil  Spill  Greater  Than  or 

Equalto  1,000  Barrels  Starting  at  Hypothetical  Tanker  Segment  6  (T6)  in  the  Summer  Season  Will  Contact 
Certain  Environmental  Resource  Areas  (ERA),  Sea  Segments  (SS),  and  Land  within  3,  10,  or  30  Days 
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by  99.98  percent  and  slightly  increase  emissions — relative 
to  quantities  in  other  oil  and  gas  industrial  operations — of 
other  pollutants.  If  the  oil  spill  were  ignited  immediately 
after  spillage,  the  burn  would  combust  33  to  67  percent  of 
the  crude  oil  or  higher  amounts  of  fuel  oil  that  otherwise 
would  evaporate.  On  the  other  hand,  incomplete 
combustion  of  oil  would  inject  about  10  percent  of  the 
burned  crude  oil  as  oily  soot,  plus  minor  quantities  of  other 
pollutants,  into  the  air.  For  a  200,000-bbl  spill,  setting  fire 
at  the  source  could  burn  up  to  85  percent  of  the  oil — with  5 
percent  remaining  as  residue  or  droplets  in  the  smoke 
plume — in  addition  to  the  10-percent  soot  injection  (Evans 
et  al.,  1987).  Clouds  of  black  smoke  from  a  360,000-bbl 
oil-spill  tanker  fire  75  km  off  the  coast  of  Africa  locally 
deposited  oily  residue  in  a  rainfall  50  to  80  km  inland. 
Later  the  same  day,  clean  rain  washed  away  most  of  the 
residue  and  allayed  fears  of  permanent  damage. 

Coating  portions  of  the  ecosystem  in  oily  residue  is  the 
major,  but  not  the  only,  potential  air-quality  risk.  Recent 
exainination  of  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons  (PAH)  in 
crude  oil  and  smoke  from  burning  crude  oil  indicate  that 
the  overall  amounts  of  PAH  change  little  during 
combustion,  but  the  kinds  of  PAH  compounds  present  do 
change.  Benzo(a)pyrene,  which  is  often  used  as  an 
indicator  of  the  presence  of  carcinogenic  varieties  of  PAH, 
is  present  in  crude-oil  smoke  in  quantities  approximately 
three  times  larger  than  in  the  unburned  oil.  However,  the 
amount  of  PAH  is  very  small  (Evans,  1988).  Investigators 
have  found  that  overall,  the  oily  residue  in  smoke  plumes 
from  crude  oil  is  mutagenic  but  not  highly  so  (Sheppard 
and  Georghiou,  1981;  Evans  et  al.,  1987).  The  Expert 
Committee  of  the  World  Health  Organization  considers 
daily  average  smoke  concentrations  of  more  than  250 
micrograms  per  cubic  meter  to  be  a  health  hazard  for 
bronchitis. 

Large  fires  create  their  own  local  circulating 
winds — toward  the  fire  at  ground  level — that  affect  plume 
motion.  In  any  event,  soot  produced  from  burning  oil  spills 
tends  to  slump  and  wash  off  vegetation  in  subsequent  rains, 
limiting  any  health  effects  in  the  very  short  term. 
Accidental  emissions  are,  therefore,  expected  to  have  a  low 
effect  on  onshore  air  quality. 

Conclusion:  Concentrations  of  criteria  pollutants  would 
remain  well  below  Federal  air-quality  standards. 

2.   Water  Quality:  Accidental  oil  spills  would  add 
substances  that  may  be  foreign  to  or  increase  the 
concentration  of  constituents  already  present  in  the  water 
column  of  the  northeastern  Gulf  of  Alaska.  In  general,  the 
added  substances  may  cause  sublethal  effects  in  some 
marine  organisms  if  concentrations  are  greater  than  the 
chronic  criteria  and  lethal  effects  if  concentrations  arc 
greater  than  acute  criteria.  This  analysis  considers  15  pg/l 


to  be  a  chronic  criterion  and  1,500  |ag/l — a  hundredfold 
higher  level — to  be  an  acute  criterion  for  total 
hydrocarbons. 

The  effects  of  a  very  large,  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  on  water 
quality  are  based  on  the  amount  of  oil  dispersed  into  the 
water  column;  the  characteristics  of  the  oil  spill  are  noted 
in  Tables  B.l  and  B.2.  The  concentrations  are  simply 
estimated  from  the  amount  of  oil  dispersed  into  the  water 
column  for  each  time  interval  by  assuming  that  (1)  the 
extent  of  the  discontinuous  area  estimated  for  the  surface 
extends  into  the  water  column;  (2)  the  depth  of  mixing  is  2 
m  after  3  days,  7.5  m  after  10  days,  and  15  m  after  30  days; 
(3)  the  concentration  of  the  dispersed  oil  is  uniform  in  the 
"mixed"  watermass;  (4)  other  processes,  except 
sedimentation,  affecting  degradation  of  oil  or  removal  of 
oil  from  the  water  column  are  neglected;  and  (5)  the  weight 
of  a  barrel  of  oil  is  3 14.26  pounds. 

The  waters  of  the  northeastern  gulf  are  stratified  in  the 
summer;  vertical  mixing  in  the  surface  layer  may  be  limited 
to  the  upper  20  to  25  m.  For  depth-of-mixing  estimates,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  oil  will  be  dispersed  into  the  water 
column  to  a  depth  equivalent  to  the  mean  monthly 
significant  wave  height  of  2  m.  At  the  end  of  10  days,  the 
oil  is  assumed  to  have  dispersed  to  a  depth  of  7.5  m.  At  the 
end  of  30  days,  the  oil  is  assumed  to  have  dispersed  to  a 
depth  of  30  m.  The  depth  of  mixing  during  the  first  day  is 
assumed  to  be  1  m.  Table  B.2  shows  the  estimates  of  the 
amount  of  oil  remaining  in  the  water  and  removed  by 
sedimentation  and  evaporation  for  time  intervals  from  1  to 
60  days. 

For  a  200,000-bbl  spill,  the  estimated  concentrations  of  oil 
dispersed  into  the  water  column  are  shown  in  Table  B-3. 
The  high  concentrations  of  oil  associated  with  estimating 
dispersal  in  the  water  column  may  represent  an  upper  range 
of  dispersed-oil  concentrations  reached  during  the  first 
several  days  following  a  large  spill;  these  concentrations 
are  greater  than  the  total  hydrocarbon  acute  criterion  of 
1 ,500  fig/1  that  was  used  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  a  29,000- 
bbl  spill  and  smaller  spills.  Between  10  and  30  days  after 
the  spill,  concentrations  of  dispersed  oil  are  within  the 
range  of  concentrations  reported  for  tanker  spills  of  0.18 
and  1 .6  MMbbI  of  oil  (NRC,  1985;  Gundlach  et  al.,  1983). 
The  amount  of  dispersed  oil  in  the  water  after  30  to  60  days 
emphasizes  the  time  it  would  take  before  the  oil  is  reduced 
to  concentrations  that  are  below  the  total  hydrocarbon 
chronic  criteria — 15  pg/l — and  eventually  disappears  from 
the  water.  Dilution  rates  associated  with  permitted 
discharges  suggest  that  the  dispersion  rates  of  oil  droplets 
in  the  water  column  may  be  greater  than  those  estimated  for 
this  spill. 

Conclusion:  The  water  quality  would  be  reduced  from 
good  (unpolluted)  to  polluted  by  the  presence  of 
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hydrocarbons  from  a  large  (200,000~bbl)  oil  spill  that  has  a 
relatively  low  probability  of  occurring.  Contamination  (the 
presence  of  hydrocarbons  in  amounts  >15  pg/l)  would  be 
temporary  (last  for  about  2  months  or  more)  and  affect  an 
area  between  10,000  and  20,000  knr. 

3.  Lower-Trophic-Level  Organisms:  The 

200,000-bbl  oil  spill  would  expose  some  lower-trophic- 
level  organisms  to  petroleum-based  hydrocarbons. 

The  effect  of  petroleum-based  hydrocarbons  on 
phytoplankton,  zooplankton,  and  benthic  organisms  ranges 
from  sublethal  to  lethal.  Where  flushing  times  are  longer 
and  water  circulation  is  reduced  (e.g.,  bays,  estuaries,  and 
mudflats),  adverse  effects  are  expected  to  be  greater;  and 
the  recovery  of  the  affected  communities  is  expected  to 
take  longer.  Large-scale  effects  on  plankton  due  to 
petroleum-based  hydrocarbons  have  not  been  reported. 
Assuming  that  a  large  number  of  phytoplankton  were 
contacted  by  an  oil  spill,  the  rapid  replacement  of  cells 
from  adjacent  waters  and  their  rapid  regeneration  time  (9- 
12  hours)  would  preclude  any  major  effect  on 
phytoplankton  communities.  Observations  in  oiled 
environments  show  that  zooplankton  communities 
experience  short-lived  effects  due  to  oil.  Affected 
communities  appear  to  recover  rapidly  from  such  effects 
because  of  their  wide  distribution,  large  numbers,  rapid  rate 
of  regeneration,  and  high  fecundity.  Large-scale  effects  on 
marine  plants  and  invertebrates  due  to  petroleum-based 
hydrocarbons  have  not  been  reported.  The  sublethal 
effects  of  oil  on  marine  plants  include  reduced  growth  and 
photosynthetic  and  reproductive  activity.  The  sublethal 
effects  of  oil  on  marine  invertebrates  include  adverse 
effects  on  reproduction,  recruitment,  physiology,  growth, 
development,  and  behavior  (feeding,  mating,  and  habitat 
selection). 

The  200,000-bbl  spill  is  assumed  to  occur  offshore  (Tanker 
Segment  T-6).  It  is  also  assumed  that  a  portion  of  it  (an 
estimated  30,000  bbl)  will  contact  the  shore  within  10  days 
and  cover  a  discontinuous  surface  area  on  the  water  of 
about  1,737  km-.  Hence,  the  200,000-bbl  spill  would 
substantially  increase  the  amount  of  oil  contacting  the  gulf 
shoreline  and  surface  waters.  For  this  reason  oil  from  the 
200,000-bbl  spill  is  likely  to  remain  in  the  affected 
shoreline  sediments  longer. 

Regarding  the  shoreline  most  likely  to  be  contacted,  the 
OSRA  estimates  that  the  conditional  probability  (expressed 
as  percent  chance)  of  an  oil  spill  contacting  the  shore 
within  10  days  ranges  from  1  to  4  percent  for  9  eastern  land 
segments  (LS's  68-76;  Fig.  B-1).  Conditional  probabilities 
(expressed  as  percent  chance)  west  of  this  are  <0.5  percent. 
The  OSRA  estimates  that  the  conditional  probability 
(expressed  as  percent  chance)  of  contact  within  30  days 
ranges  from  1  to  8  percent  for  27  land  segments  (LS's  7-76 


Fig.  B-1 ).  However,  the  30-day  conditional  probability 
(expressed  as  percent  chance)  of  oil  contacting  the  shore  is 
generally  lowest  west  of  Resurrection  Bay  ( 1  -3%)  and 
highest  east  of  Cape  Saint  Elias  (2-8%).  Hence,  a  majority 
of  the  oil  from  the  200,000-bbl  spill  that  would  be  washed 
ashore  is  expected  to  contact  shoreline  areas  from  Cape 
Saint  Elias  east  to  Icy  Bay.  A  much  smaller  amount  of 
extremely  weathered  oil  is  expected  to  contact  some 
shoreline  areas  to  the  west  of  Cape  Saint  Elias. 

Based  on  the  above,  this  analysis  has  assumed  that  the 
200,000-bbl  spill  would  contact  about  40  percent  more  gulf 
shoreline,  and  300  percent  more  surface  water,  with  about 
three  times  as  much  oil.  Within  the  sale  area,  all  of  the 
above  differences  are  estimated  to  increase  effects  on 
marine  plants  and  invertebrates  in  the  intertidal  area  by 
about  40  percent,  and  to  increase  effects  on  plankton  in 
open-water  areas  by  about  300  percent.  However,  these 
increases  are  expected  to  have  little  effect  on  recovery 
times  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska.  This  is  due  primarily  to  the 
high  rate  of  hydrologic  exchange  in  open-water  areas  and 
the  amount  of  heavy  wave  action  in  most  intertidal  areas. 

Based  on  these  estimates  and  assumptions,  the  200,000-bbl 
oil  spill  is  estimated  to  have  sublethal  and  lethal  effects  on 
1  to  5  percent  of  the  phytoplankton  and  zooplankton 
populations  in  the  sale  area.  Recovery  is  expected  to  take  I 
or  2  days  for  phytoplankton  and  up  to  1  week  for 
zooplankton.  The  total  percentage  of  plankton  affected 
could  increase  to  about  10  percent  if  many  embayments 
were  contacted  by  the  spill.  Recovery  within  the  affected 
embayments  is  expected  to  take  1  to  2  weeks.  Most  marine 
plants  and  invertebrates  in  subtidal  areas  are  not  likely  to 
be  contacted  by  an  oil  spill  (contact  estimated  at  <5%). 
The  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to  have  lethal  and 
sublethal  effects  on  about  40  to  50  percent  of  the  intertidal 
and  shallow  subtidal  marine  plants  and  invertebrates  in  the 
sale  area.  Recovery  of  these  communities  is  expected  to 
take  2  to  3  years  in  high-energy  habitats  and  up  to  7  years 
in  lower-energy  habitats. 

Conclusion:  The  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to  have 
lethal  and  sublethal  effects  on  1  to  10  percent  of  the 
plankton  in  the  proposed  sale  area.  Recovery  is  expected 
to  take  1  or  2  days  for  phytoplankton  and  up  to  1  week  for 
zooplankton.  The  spill  also  is  estimated  to  have  lethal  and 
sublethal  effects  on  about  40  to  50  percent  of  the  intertidal 
and  shallow  subtidal  marine  plants  and  invertebrates  in  the 
sale  area.  Recovery  of  these  communities  is  expected  to 
take  2  to  3  years  in  high-energy  habitats  and  up  to  7  years 
in  lower-energy  habitats.  Less  than  5  percent  of  the 
subtidal  benthic  populations  in  the  sale  area  are  expected  to 
be  affected. 

4.    Fishes:  The  assumed  200,000-bbl-oil  spill  from  a 
tanker  accident  that  occurs  in  the  southern  portion  of  the 
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sale  area  during  the  summer  would  adversely  affect 
pelagic,  semidemersal,  and  demersal  fish  that  inhabit  these 
waters.  The  adverse  effects,  ranging  from  sublethal  to 
lethal  in  the  event  of  contact  by  oil,  would  not,  however, 
reach  any  appreciable  number  of  fishes.  The  200,000-bbl 
oil  spill  would  not  reach  any  large  ocean  area  with 
persistent  toxicity  (Malins,  1977).  These  factors,  when 
compared  with  the  large  regional  fish  populations,  the 
seasonal  migratory  behavior  of  many  species,  the  low 
densities  within  a  given  habitat,  and  the  wide  distribution 
of  the  populatjons  over  this  region  and  within  the  sale  area, 
would  cause  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  a  population 
to  be  contacted  by  the  assumed  200,000-bbl  spill. 

Salmon  smolt  and  fry  would  be  at  risk  during  summer. 
Salmon  have  economic  importance  and  are  abundant  over 
much  of  Alaska.  Salmon  smolt  and  fry  would  be  transiting 
the  coastal  area  during  this  time.  As  revealed  by  the 
studies  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  oi  spill  in  Prince  William 
Sound,  pink  salmon  fry  would  suffer  reduced  growth  due 
to  the  metabolic  cost  of  depurating  a  spill-related 
hydrocarbon  burden  (Wertheimer  et  al.,  1993;  Carls  et  al., 
1993),  and  the  slower  growth  of  juvenile  pinks  may  have 
caused  an  incremental  reduction  in  survival  to  adulthood. 
Small  numbers  of  smolt  from  other  salmon  species  would 
also  be  contacted.  The  coastal  areas  that  are  oiled, 
however,  do  not  represent  a  large  segment  of  the  salmon- 
spawning  habitat  or  migration  routes;  e.g.,  in  Prince 
William  Sound,  a  relatively  small  segment  of  pink  salmon 
streams  was  oiled  by  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill.  In  three 
salmon-management  districts  with  209  identified  spawning 
streams,  29  (14%)  actually  were  on  oiled  shorelines  (Maki 
et  al,  1993).  A  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  in  offshore  waters 
would  have  the  potential  to  contact  fewer  of  the  larger 
number  of  pink  salmon-spawning  streams  and,  given  the 
depth  at  which  salmon  fry  and  other  salmon  usually 
migrate,  perhaps  <1  percent  of  the  migrants  would  be  at 
risk  from  a  200,000-bbl  oil  spill. 


and  juveniles  of  semidemersal  fishes  might  be  at  the 
surface  but  at  comparatively  low  densities  because  the 
pelagic  zone  where  they  occur  extends  to  50  m  in  deeper 
waters.  Larvae  and  juveniles  are  also  widely  distributed. 
For  these  reasons,  no  appreciable  number  of  larvae  or 
juveniles  of  semidemersal  fishes  would  be  adversely 
affected  by  the  spill. 

Demersal  fishes,  well  offshore  and  at  depth,  are  not  likely 
to  be  contacted  or  affected  by  the  oil  spill.  Those  demersal 
species  with  pelagic  larvae  and  juveniles  might  be  affected 
in  the  immediate  zone  of  the  oil  spill,  but  the  numbers  so 
affected  would  not  comprise  large  numbers  of  the  total 
populations.  This  is  because  densities  per  square  meter  of 
seawater  do  not  range  above  units  of  tens,  while  egg 
complements  of  most  demersal  species  range  in  the 
thousands  (Bakkala,  1975). 

Laevastu  et  al.  (1986)  assessed  the  potential  effects  of  a 
240,000-oil  spill  on  eastern  Bering  Sea  fishes.    They 
estimated  that  <0.3  percent  of  yellowfin  sole  eggs  and 
larvae  would  be  killed  (yellowfin  sole  were  used  as  an 
indicator  species  for  all  demersal  and  semidemersal  fishes 
in  the  study).  Laevastu  et  al.  also  estimated  that  a 
maximum  13-percent  mortality  of  outmigrating  smolt  could 
occur  and  that  this  could  translate  into  a  5-percent  loss  in 
returning  adults.  Because  these  estimated  losses  are 
significantly  lower  than  measurement  errors  (20-90%) 
associated  with  assessing  changes  in  stock  size,  the  authors 
concluded  that  a  "...tanker  accident  would  have  no 
quantifiable  effect  on  the  offshore  fisheiy  resources  in  the 
eastern  Bering  Sea."  While  the  eastern  Bering  Sea  and  the 
Gulf  of  Alaska  are  physiographically  different,  they 
support  similar  biotic  (fish)  communities  that  would  be 
affected  by  spilled  oil  in  similar  fashions.  While 
Laevastu's  results  are  not  directly  transferable  to  the  Gulf 
of  Alaska,  they  provide  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  level 
of  effects  that  can  be  expected. 


Pacific  herring  would  also  be  adversely  affected  by  a 
200,000-bbl  oil  spill  because  their  eggs  are  laid  within  the 
littoral  zone,  and  the  resulting  larvae  and  fry  spend  their 
first  summer  in  shallow  coastal  waters  before  moving 
offshore  in  the  fall.  The  number  of  herring  larvae  and 
juveniles  that  would  be  affected  is  indeterminate. 
However,  given  the  size  and  distribution  of  herring 
populations  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  and  the  limited  coastal 
area  contacted,  there  probably  would  not  be  a  large-scale 
loss  of  herring  from  a  200,000-bbl  oil  spill. 

Some  semidemersal  fishes  might  be  injured  by  contact  with 
a  large  oil  spill;  but  given  their  usual  habitat  in  deeper 
waters,  only  the  limited,  low-concentration  water-soluble 
fractions  of  the  oil  would  reach  these  depths  where  it  is  no 
longer  at  concentrations  toxic  to  semidemersal  fishes 
(Kineman,  1980).  During  summer,  some  pelagic  larvae 


Conclusion:  The  effects  on  fishes  from  a  200,000-bbl  oil 
spill  are  not  expected  to  cause  population-level  changes. 
The  assumed  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to  affect 
<0.3  percent  of  the  offshore  marine  fisheries  resources  and 
<5  percent  of  the  adult  salmon  resources  in  the  area. 
However,  these  conservatively  estimated  losses  would  not 
be  detectable  using  standard  fisheries-population- 
assessment  methods. 

5.  Marine  and  Coastal  Birds:  The  assumed 

200,000-bbl  tanker  spill  would  occur  offshore  Cape 
Fairweather  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  during  the  summer 
with  onshore  winds  (Fig.  Bl).  Within  10  days  the  spill  is 
estimated  to  have  swept  over  a  discontinuous  area  of 
1 ,737.5  km";  after  60  days  the  area  of  continuous  slick  is 
estimated  to  be  21  km^  (Table  B-1).  A  portion  of  the  spill 
is  expected  to  contact  marine  and  coastal  bird  habitats  used 
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especially  during  winter-  and  spring-migration  periods 
(murreiets  and  terns  in  suinmer)  within  Yakutat  and  Icy 
Bays  and  near  Kayak  Island  (ERA's  6,  7  and  8),  as  well  as 
in  the  Fairweather  Ground  and  Middleton  Island  areas 
(ERA's  5  and  1 1 ),  as  shown  in  Figure  B-2. 

Oil-spill  mortality  in  winter  and  early  spring  in  coastal 
areas  adjacent  to  the  spill  area  is  likely  to  involve 
overwintering  loons  and  grebes,  cormorants,  sea  ducks, 
marbled  and  Kittlitz's  murreiets,  pigeon  guillemots,  gulls, 
and  bald  eagles.  Based  on  proportional  estiinates  from 
EVOS  data  (Ford  et  a!.,  1991;  Piatt  et  al.,  1990)  and  season 
of  occurrence,  and  assuming  equal  contact  in  all  habitats, 
the  following  approximate  carcass  recoveries  would  be 
expected  from  a  spill  in  winter/early  spring:  337  loons, 
382  grebes,  674  cormorants,  1,190  sea  ducks,  494 
murreiets,  494  guillemots,  539  gulls,  and  25  bald  eagles. 
For  any  of  these  estimates,  actual  mortality  may  be  three-  to 
tenfold  greater  because  of  failure  to  recover  most 
carcasses.  Effects  are  expected  to  be  most  severe  in 
species  such  as  the  yellow-billed  loon,  pelagic  cormorant, 
harlequin  duck,  Kittlitz's  murrelet,  and  bald  eagle,  where 
even  modest  losses  represent  a  large  proportion  of  the 
local — or  in  some  cases  Alaskan — populations.  Greater 
mortality  in  species  such  as  the  marbled  murrelet  and 
pigeon  guillemot,  while  locally  serious  in  terms  of  loss  to 
slowly  reproducing  species,  is  not  expected  to  represent  as 
severe  a  loss  because  of  their  substantial  Alaska 
populations.  Recovery  periods  for  this  level  of  mortality 
are  expected  to  range  from  two  to  five  generations. 

Mortality  in  late  spring  is  expected  to  include  larger 
numbers  of  migrant  waterfowl  and  shorebirds.  Northwest 
of  the  spill  area  the  Copper  River  Delta  in  particular,  while 
not  as  likely  to  be  contacted,  could  suffer  catastrophic 
losses  to  several  populations  (potentially  10,000-50,000 
individuals  of  western  sandpiper,  dunlin,  dusky  Canada 
goose)  during  the  spring-migration  period,  requiring 
several  generations  (more  for  the  goose)  for  recovery. 
Offshore  seabird  densities  in  spring  average  about  88 
birds/km",  with  the  potential  for  tens  of  thousands  of 
fatalities  if  the  spill  swept  an  area  of  several  hundred 
square  kilometers  or  more.  Recovery  from  such  losses  is 
expected  to  require  at  least  two  to  three  generations. 

After  departure  of  overwintering  and  southern-latitude 
migrants,  spill  mortality  in  summer  is  expected  to  include 
cormorants,  arctic  and  Aleutian  terns,  murreiets,  guillemot, 
puffins,  and  bald  eagle  in  these  coastal  areas;  recovery 
periods  are  not  likely  to  change  significantly,  but 
substantial  mortality  at  the  large  Aleutian  tern  colony  near 
Yakutat  would  be  expected  and  could  represent  a  serious 
loss  for  this  species  with  its  relatively  small  population. 
Offshore,  a  spill  occurring  and  contacting  primarily  the 
Middleton  Island  area  in  summer  is  expected  to  cause 
substantial  murre  mortality  as  well  as  losses  of  kittiwakcs 


and  rhinoceros  auklets  (potentially  10,000  or  more 
individuals  [Gould,  Forscll,  and  Lensink,  1982]). 
Recovery  is  expected  to  require  two  or  more  generations. 
A  spill  moving  into  offshore  areas  could  contact  many  tens 
of  thousands  of  southern-hemisphere  shearwaters  present 
in  large  flocks  during  suininer,  but  recovery  of  this 
abundant  seabird  probably  would  occur  rapidly. 

Summer  density  of  the  marbled  murrelet  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  Yakutat  Bay  ranges  from  0.65  to  1 .36  birds/km", 
declining  to  <0.31/km-  beyond  50  kin  offshore  and  most  of 
the  area  northwest  of  the  bay.  The  potential  spill 
associated  with  TAPS  traffic  is  expected  to  cover  a 
discontinuous  area  of  7,2 1 1  km"  after  30  days  (Table  B- 1 ), 
suggesting  that  murrelet  mortality  could  total  up  to  many 
hundreds  of  individuals.  Supporting  estimates  of  potential 
mortality  of  this  magnitude,  murreiets  retrieved  following 
the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  totaled  about  780  (includes 
natural  mortality),  probably  representing  10  to  30  percent 
of  the  total  murrelet  deaths  during  this  period  (Piatt  et  al., 
1990);  potential  mortality  values  must  be  decreased 
somewhat  because  the  size  of  this  potential  spill  is  77 
percent  of  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill.  Although  murreiets  have 
a  low  productivity,  the  large  size  of  the  eastern  gulf 
population  suggests  that  such  mortality  would  be  recovered 
within  a  few  generations.  Offshore  average  seabird 
densities  in  summer  are  somewhat  less  than  in  spring  (69 
birds/km-),  but  mortality  would  not  be  expected  to  be  less 
because  of  the  loss  of  some  eggs  and/or  young  through 
contact  with  oiled  adults. 

Conclusion:  The  effect  of  exposure  of  marine  and  coastal 
birds  to  a  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  in  this  region  is  expected  to 
seasonally  affect  the  yellow-billed  loon,  pelagic  cormorant, 
harlequin  duck,  Aleutian  tern,  Kittlitz's  murrelet,  and  bald 
eagle  most  severely,  causing  mortality  of  many  hundreds  of 
these  marine  birds  and  tens  of  eagles,  requiring  two  to  five 
generations  for  recovery.  A  spill  approaching  Middleton 
Island  could  contact  10,000  or  more  murres,  kiltiwakes, 
and  auklets,  requiring  two  or  more  generations  for 
recovery. 

6.  Nonendangered  Marine  Mammals 
(Pinnipeds,  Cetaceans,  and  Sea  Otters):  This 
analysis  assumes  that  a  200,000-bbl  tanker  spill  occurs 
offshore  Cape  Fairweather  along  Tanker  Segment  T6 
during  the  summer  with  onshore  winds  (Fig.  B-1).  Within 
10  days  the  spill  is  estimated  to  have  swept  over  a 
discontinuous  area  of  1,737.5  km  (Table  B-1);  and  a 
portion  of  the  spill  is  estimated  to  have  contacted  sea  otter, 
harbor  seal,  and  nonendangered  cetacean  habitats  within 
Yakutat  and  Icy  Bays  (ERA's  6  and  7,  respectively);  sea 
otter  and  harbor  seal  habitats  near  Kayak  Island  (ERA  8); 
and  northern  fur  seal  habitat  in  the  Fairweather  Ground 
(ERA  5),  as  shown  in  Figure  B-2.  Sea  otters  within 
Yakutat  Bay  and  near  Kayak  Island  are  expected  to  be 
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exposed  to  the  spill  and  to  suffer  substantial  losses 
(perhaps  several  hundred  animals)  to  the  local  populations, 
with  recovery  taking  more  than  one  generation  (perhaps  >5 
years). 

Assemblages  of  harbor  seals  in  Yakutat  and  Icy  Bays  and 
near  Kayak  Island  are  expected  to  be  exposed  to  the  spill 
and  a  number  (perhaps  several  hundred  or  more)  of  them 
are  likely  to  become  oiled  and  absorb  petroleum 
hydrocarbons  through  their  skin  and  suffer 
physiological/toxic  stress  that  might  lead  to  the  death  of  a 
nuinber  of  oiled  seals  (perhaps  100-200  animals),  with 
recovery  from  this  loss  taking  place  within  less  than  one 
generation  (probably  2  years).  Groups  of  northern  fur  seals 
(perhaps  a  few  hundred  to  a  few  thousand)  migrating 
through  the  northern  gulf  in  the  Fairweather  Ground  are 
likely  to  be  exposed  to  the  spill  in  this  offshore  habitat. 
Several  hundred  to  a  few  thousand  fur  seals  are  likely  to 
become  oiled  and  to  suffer  hypotherntia  due  to  oiling  of 
their  fur,  and  many  or  most  of  the  oiled  fur  seals  are 
assumed  to  be  killed  by  this  exposure  to  the  spill. 
Recovery  of  the  Pribilof  Islands  northern  fur  seal 
population  (>800,000  seals)  is  expected  to  take  place 
within  1  year  through  population  recruitment. 

Within  30  days  after  the  spill,  more  of  the  spill  is  expected 
to  contact  Kayak  Island  habitats  of  sea  otters  and  harbor 
seals  as  well  as  Yakutat  and  Icy  Bays.  The  spill  is 
estimated  to  contact  sea  otter  and  harbor  seal  habitats  near 
Montague  and  Hinchinbrook  Islands  (ERA'S  12  and  10, 
respectively)  and  along  the  lower  Kenai  Peninsula  (ERA'S 
13  and  14),  and  to  contact  northern  fur  seal  and  cetacean 
offshore  habitats  southwest  of  Kayak  Island  (SS  1) 
westward  to  Portlock  Bank  (SS  2  and  ERA  18),  as  shown 
in  Figure  B-2.  Rafts  of  sea  otters  and  assemblages  of 
harbor  seals  along  the  gulf  coast  side  of  Montague  and 
Hinchinbrook  Islands  and  along  the  lower  Kenai  Peninsula 
are  likely  to  be  exposed  to  part  of  the  200,000-bbl  spill  and 
to  suffer  some  losses  (such  as  several  hundred  sea  otters 
and  perhaps  <  100  harbor  seals).  At  30  days  the  spilled  oil 
is  expected  to  be  very  dispersed  and  at  least  partly 
weathered,  with  much  of  the  toxic  components  lost;  thus, 
the  losses  of  harbor  seals  and  perhaps  sea  otters  to  oil 
contact  at  this  stage  of  the  spill  are  expected  to  be  less  than 
losses  during  the  first  10  days  of  the  spill. 

Groups  of  northern  furs  seals  migrating  and  feeding  in 
offshore  habitats  southwest  of  Kayak  Island  and  in 
Portlock  Bank  are  likely  to  have  some  exposure  to  the  spill 
within  days.  This  exposure  is  expected  to  result  in  the 
oiling  of  some  fur  seals  (perhaps  a  few  hundred  to  a  few 
thousand  animals)  and  the  assumed  loss  of  most  if  not  all 
of  these  fur  seals  due  to  hypothermia  from  the  oiling  and 
reduced  thermal  insulation. 


Cetaceans  within  Yakutat  Bay,  such  as  harbor  seal.  Ball's 
porpoise,  and  killer  and  gray  whales  migrating  along  the 
coast  between  Yakutat  Bay  and  Kayak  Island  at  the  time 
the  spill  contacts  these  habitats,  might  encounter  oil  on  the 
surface  of  the  water  when  breathing  and  resting.  These 
encounters  are  not  expected  to  result  in  mortalities  unless 
the  cetaceans  encounter  a  very  large,  continuous  oil  slick  of 
fresh,  highly  toxic  oil  from  the  spill  and  consequently 
inhale  lethal  amounts  of  toxic  fumes,  which  results  in  the 
death  of  highly  exposed  whales  or  porpoises.  The  number 
of  cetaceans  lost  to  such  possible  encounters  is  expected  to 
be  few  (probably  <10  animals).  If  such  losses  occurred  in 
a  family  group  of  killer  whales,  recovery  could  take  more 
than  one  generation  (such  as  >  10  years).  However, 
populations  of  killer  whales,  porpoises,  and  other  cetaceans 
in  the  gulf  are  likely  to  replace  the  loss  of  10  to  20 
individuals  within  1  year. 

Cetaceans  that  might  encounter  oil  from  the  spill  within 
offshore  habitats,  such  as  Fairweather  Ground  or  Portlock 
Bank,  are  not  expected  to  suffer  any  lethal  exposure  to  the 
spill  because  the  oil  is  expected  to  be  highly  dispersed  in 
these  offshore  habitats  and  quite  weathered  when 
encountered  in  the  Portlock  Bank  area. 

Conclusion:  The  potential  total  loss  of  sea  otters  to  the 
200,000-bbl  oil  spill  (perhaps  1,500-2,000  individuals)  is 
likely  to  take  more  than  one  generation  (probably  >5  years) 
for  total  recovery  to  take  place,  while  the  potential  loss  of 
harbor  seals  (perhaps  about  200  individuals)  is  likely  to 
take  less  than  one  generation  (perhaps  2  years)  for  recovery 
to  take  place,  depending  on  the  population  status  at  the 
time  of  the  loss  and  other  unrelated  factors  adversely 
affecting  the  regional  population.  Potential  loss  of 
northern  fur  seals  to  the  spill  (perhaps  2,000-3,000 
individuals)  is  expected  to  take  less  than  one  generation 
(probably  1  year)  for  recovery  to  take  place.  The  potential 
loss  of  cetaceans  (10-20  individuals  in  a  population  or 
group)  is  likely  to  affect  a  family  group  (such  as  a  killer 
whale  pod)  for  more  than  one  generation;  but  such  a  loss  to 
a  population  of  whales  or  porpoises  is  expected  to  take 
about  1  year  for  the  population  to  recover. 

7.  Endangered  and  Threatened  Species:  For 

the  very  large  oil-spill  case  it  is  assumed  that  one  200,000- 
bbl-tanker  spill  occurs  offshore  approximately  60  km  due 
east  of  the  coast  between  Dry  Bay  and  Lituya  Bay  along 
Tanker  Segment  T6  in  the  summer.  The  OSRA  model 
estimates  a  19-  and  a  20-percent  chance  of  a  spill  >  1,000 
bbl  contacting  ERA  1 1  (Middleton  Island)  and  ERA  8 
(Kayak  Island),  respectively,  and  a  16-percent  chance  of 
that  spill  contacting  SS  1  within  30  days  during  the 
summer — assuming  that  a  spill  occurs  at  Tanker  Segment 
T6.  The  estimated  chance  of  the  spill  contacting  other 
ERA'S  ranges  from  <0.5  to  6  percent  within  30  days  during 
the  summer  (Fig.  B-2). 
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a.  Whales:  Exposure  of  endangered  whales  to 
spilled  oil  is  not  expected  to  occur.  Only  small  numbers  of 
endangered  whales  are  expected  to  be  present  in  the  sale 
area  or  in  areas  contacted  by  the  assumed  oil  spill.  There  is 
a  slightly  higher  potential  that  humpback  whales  would  be 
exposed  to  spilled  oil,  since  humpback  whales  may  be 
present  in  the  Kayak  and  Middlelon  Island  area.  No  effects 
on  the  humpback  whale  population  from  the  EVOS  were 
documented  (Dahlheim  and  Loughlin,  1990).  Few  fin,  sei, 
blue,  right,  or  sperm  whales  are  expected  to  be  exposed  to 
spilled  oil.  The  estimated  conditional  probability 
(expressed  as  percent  chance)  of  spilled  oil  contacting  SS  1 
(16%)  is  relatively  low.  For  whales  that  may  be  in  the 
vicinity  of  Kayak  or  Middleton  Islands,  the  chances  of 
contact  are  slightly  higher  (19-20%).  A  few  whales  may  be 
exposed  to  spilled  oil,  resulting  in  temporary  sublethal 
effects;  but  no  mortalities  are  expected.  The  overall  effects 
of  exposure  of  endangered  whales  to  a  very  large  oil  spill 
are  expected  to  be  negligible. 

b.  Steller  Sea  Lions:  The  very  large  oil  spill 
discussed  in  this  analysis  could  contact  Steller  sea  lion 
haulouts  on  Kayak  and  Middleton  Islands,  but  is  not  likely 
to  contact  any  major  rookeries.  There  are  no  major 
rookeries  in  the  sale  area,  and  the  estimated  chance  of 
spilled  oil  contacting  a  major  rookery  adjacent  to  the  sale 
area  is  low  (<0.5-5%).  The  highest  estimated  probabilities 
(expressed  as  percent  chance)  for  ERA's  are  a  20-percent 
chance  of  spilled  oil  contacting  ERA  8  (Kayak  Island)  and 
ERA  1 1  (Middleton  Island)  within  30  days  in  the  summer. 
If  such  a  spill  occurred,  several  hundred  or  more  adult  and 
subadult  sea  lions  could  be  exposed  to  spilled  oil  and  could 
experience  various  degrees  of  oiling.  No  changes  in 
distribution,  abundance,  mortality,  pup  production,  or  other 
potential  effects  have  been  attributed  to  the  EVOS  (Calkins 
and  Becker,  1990),  although. the  population's  continuing 
decline  may  have  masked  some  effects.  These  data  suggest 
relatively  low  effects  of  an  oil  spill  on  sea  lions.  Heavily 
oiled  individuals  may  experience  elevated  stress  that  could 
intensify  any  other  debilitating  problems,  potentially 
causing  death.  Mortalities  are  expected  to  be  more  than 
100  individuals,  requiring  two  generations  or  more  for 
recovery.  Even  if  the  spill  stays  at  sea,  oil  is  expected  to 
contact  some  adults  in  pelagic  waters,  resulting  in  sublethal 
effects.  Overall,  Steller  sea  lions  exposed  to  a  very  large 
oil  spill  would  most  likely  experience  temporary,  sublethal 
effects;  but  exposure  could  result  in  lethal  effects  on  some 
animals.  More  than  100  mortalities  are  expected,  requiring 
two  generations  or  more  for  recovery. 

c.  Short-Tailed  Albatross:  Only  a  small 
percentage  of  the  short-tailed  albatross  population  would 
be  likely  to  occur  in  or  near  the  Sale  158  area.  Due  to  the 
expected  rare  occurrence  of  this  species  in  the  area  and  the 
relatively  low  probability  of  spilled  oil  contacting  their 
habitat,  it  is  expected  that  exposure  to  spilled  oil  would  not 


occur.  The  effects  of  a  large  oil  spill  are  expected  to  be 
negligible. 

Conclusion:  The  overall  effects  on  endangered  whales, 
and  the  short-tailed  albatross  from  exposure  to  a  very  large 
oil  spill  are  expected  to  be  negligible.  Some  whales  could 
experience  temporary,  sublethal  effects,  but  no  mortalities 
are  expected.  Steller  sea  lions  exposed  to  a  large  oil  spill 
would  most  likely  experience  temporary,  sublethal  effects, 
but  exposure  could  result  in  lethal  effects  on  some  animals. 
More  than  100  mortalities  could  occur,  requiring  more  than 
two  generations  for  recovery. 

8.   Terrestrial  Mammals:  This  analysis  assumes  that 
a  200,000-bbl  tanker  oil  spill  occurs  offshore  Cape 
Fairweather  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  during  the  summer 
with  onshore  winds  (Fig.  B-1).  Within  10  days  the  spill  is 
estimated  to  have  swept  over  a  discontinuous  area  of  1 ,738 
km^  (Table  B-1),  and  a  portion  of  the  spill  is  estimated  to 
have  contacted  coastline  habitats  of  terrestrial  mammals 
from  Yakutat  Bay  westward  to  Kayak  Island  (LS's  68-7 1 
and  74-76),  as  shown  in  Figure  B-1 .  River  otters  and 
brown  and  black  bears  frequenting  the  shoreline  of  Yakutat 
Bay  westward  to  Point  Manby/Cape  Sitkagi  to  near  Icy 
Bay,  and  frequenting  shoreline  habitats  from  Cape 
Yakataga/Cape  Suckling  to  Kayak  Island,  are  expected  to 
encounter  oil  from  the  spill  along  the  beach  and  in 
intertidal  habitats.  Some  river  otters  (perhaps  >50)  are 
likely  to  be  oiled  by  the  spill  or  to  ingest  oil  through 
consumption  of  oiled  prey  and  oiled  carrion.  A  number  of 
river  otters  (perhaps  >50)  are  likely  to  be  killed  by  the  spill, 
with  total  recovery  of  the  local  population  and  intertidal 
habitats  taking  >1  year  (perhaps  >3  years), 

Brown  and  black  bears  that  frequent  the  above  oiled 
shoreline  habitats  are  likely  to  ingest  oiled  prey  and  oiled 
carrion,  with  perhaps  20  to  30  bears  affected.  Assuming 
that  all  the  bears  that  ingest  oiled  food  items  are  killed, 
total  recovery  of  brown  and  black  bear  populations  and 
local  habitats  is  expected  to  take  >1  year  (perhaps  >3 
years).  Although  moose  that  occur  along  the  shoreline  of 
oiled  shoreline  habitats  (Yakutat  Bay/Kayak  Island)  may 
encounter  oil  on  the  beaches  and  mudflats  while  foraging 
on  willow  and  other  browse,  they  are  not  likely  to  ingest 
oiled  intertidal  vegetation  during  this  time  of  the  year  and 
thus  are  not  expected  to  ingest  oil-contaminated  vegetation 
and  suffer  mortalities  or  other  adverse  effects. 

Within  30  days  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to 
contact  terrestrial  mammal  coastal  habitats  from  Cape 
Fairweather  westward  to  Montague  Island  and  coastline 
areas  on  the  lower  Kenai  Peninsula  (LS's  56,  58,  and  80- 
61,  respectively),  as  shown  in  Figure  B-1.  More  oil  from 
the  spill  is  expected  to  contact  river  otter  and  brown  and 
black  bear  coastal  habitats  from  Yakutat  Bay  to  Kayak 
Island,  and  the  spill  is  estimated  to  oil  other  habitats  along 
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the  coast  of  the  Copper  River  Delta,  on  Hinchinbrook  and 
Montague  Islands,  and  along  the  southern  coast  of  the 
Kenai  Peninsula.  Some  additional  river  otters  (perhaps 
100-200  individuals)  and  black  and  brown  bears  (perhaps 
50-100  individuals)  are  likely  to  come  in  contact  with  oil 
on  the  beaches  and  intertidal  mudflats  and  to  ingest  oiled 
prey  or  carrion.  However,  by  30  days  the  beached  oil  is 
expected  to  be  quite  weathered  and  far  less  toxic  than  the 
oil  that  reaches  the  coast  within  10  days;  thus,  fewer  bears 
and  river  otters  (perhaps  30-40  bears  and  <50  otters)  are 
expected  to  suffer  lethal  doses  of  oil  from  ingestion  of 
contaminated  food  sources.  These  additional  losses  of 
river  otters  and  bears  and  contamination  of  habitats  are 
likely  to  recover  within  less  than  one  generation  (or  within 
about  1-2  years). 

Although  the  coastal  habitats  of  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  on 
Montague  and  Hinchinbrook  Islands  are  expected  to  be 
oiled  by  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill,  black-tailed  deer  are  not 
likely  to  be  directly  exposed  to  the  oil  because  they 
generally  do  not  forage  on  kelp  and  other  intertidal 
vegetation  during  the  summer  season,  when  the  spill  is 
assumed  to  occur.  Thus,  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  are  not 
expected  to  suffer  mortalities  from  the  spill. 

Conclusion:  The  potential  loss  of  river  otters  (perhaps  50- 
100  individuals)  and  contamination  of  intertidal  habitats 
from  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to  take  more 
than  1  year  to  recover  (probably  >3  years),  while  the 
potential  loss  of  brown  and  black  bears  (perhaps  50-70 
individuals)  is  estimated  to  take  more  than  1  year  (perhaps 
>3  years).  Neither  moose  nor  Sitka  black-tailed  deer  are 
likely  to  suffer  mortalities  or  other  effects  from  the 
200,000-bbl  oil  spill,  assuming  that  it  occurs  during  the 
summer. 

9.  Economy  of  the  Yakutat  Borough:  The  most 
relevant  historical  experience  of  a  tanker  spill  in  Alaskan 
waters  is  the  EVOS  of  1989,  which  spilled  258,000  bbl. 
This  spill  generated  enormous  employment  that  rose  to  the 
level  of  10,000  workers  directly  doing  cleanup  work  in 
relatively  remote  locations.  Smaller  numbers  of  cleanup 
workers  returned  in  the  warmer  months  each  year 
following  1989  until  1992.  Numerous  local  residents  quit 
their  jobs  to  work  on  the  cleanup  at  often  significantly 
higher  wages,  which  generated  a  sudden  and  significant 
inflation  in  the  local  economy  (Cohen,  1993).  Anecdotal 
information  indicates  that  housing  rents  in  Valdez  in  1989 
increased  from  25  percent  in  some  cases  to  sixfold  in 
others,  and  inflated  rents  continued  into  1990.  Prices  of 
food  and  other  goods  increased  only  slightly,  because 
people  could  drive  to  Anchorage  to  purchase  them 
(Henning,  1993,  pers.  comm.).  Research  shows  that  no 
data  on  inflation  were  gathered  in  a  systematic  way  during 
the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill,  although  most  observers  agree 
that  there  was  temporary  inflation. 


The  number  of  cleanup  workers  actually  used  for  a  very 
large  oil  spill  of  200,000  bbl  would  depend  to  a  great 
extent  on  what  procedures  are  called  for  in  the  oil-spill- 
contingency  plan,  how  well  prepared  with  equipment  and 
training  the  entities  responsible  for  cleanup  were,  how 
efficiently  the  cleanup  was  executed,  and  how  well  the 
coordination  of  cleanup  was  executed  among  numerous 
responsible  entities.  A  very  large  oil  spill  of  200,000  bbl 
resulting  from  activity  associated  with  Sale  158  could 
generate  about  the  same  number  of  workers  associated  with 
the  Exxon  Valdez  spill — or  10,000  cleanup  workers  at  the 
peak  of  the  cleanup  effort.  Housing  for  cleanup  workers 
would  likely  be  located  outside  of  Yakutat  in  some  type  of 
temporary  enclave,  such  as  those  developed  during  the 
Exxon  Valdez  spill.  Based  on  experience  from  the  Exxon 
Valdez  oil  spill,  all  communities  proximate  to  the  oil-spill- 
cleanup  effort  could  experience  temporary  increases  in 
wage  rates  and  a  shortage  of  housing,  which  could  cause 
significant  housing-rent  increases. 

Conclusion:  A  very  large  spill  of  200,000  bbl  would  create 
effects  similar  to  those  experienced  with  the  Exxon  Valdez 
spill.  Short-term  employment  could  reach  or  exceed 
10,000  people,  along  with  price  inflation  above  25  percent 
during  the  first  6  months  of  the  cleanup  operation.  Long- 
term  economic  effects  would  be  minimal. 

10.  Commercial  Fisheries:  The  200,000-bbl  oil 
spill  would  affect  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  commercial-fishing 
industry  by  exposing  it  to  petroleum-based  hydrocarbons. 
The  200,000-bbl  spill  would  substantially  increase  the 
amount  of  oil  contacting  shoreline  and  open-water 
commercial  fishing  grounds.  Because  more  shoreline 
would  be  contacted  with  more  oil,  oil  from  the  200,000-bbl 
spill  likely  would  remain  for  a  longer  period  in  shoreline 
sediments.  Within  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  area  this  is  not 
expected  to  result  in  additional  closures  because  any  large 
spill  is  large  enough  by  itself  to  close  northeastern  gulf 
commercial  fisheries.  However,  once  the  spill  was 
northwest  of  the  TAPS  tanker  route  (the  predominate 
direction  of  ocean  currents),  there  would  be  substantially 
more  oil  moving  out  of  the  area  from  the  200,000-  bbl  spill. 
Hence,  the  oil  from  the  200,000-bbl  spill  is  likely  to  enter 
and  more  strongly  affect  the  commercial  fishing  grounds 
within  portions  of  Prince  William  Sound  and  farther  west 
toward  Resurrection  Bay.  Due  to  the  greater  presence  of 
oil  in  these  areas,  more  fishery  closures  are  expected  with  a 
200,000-bbl  spill  that  moves  outside  of  the  TAPS  tanker 
route. 

The  estimated  economic  effect  of  a  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  on 
the  gulf  commercial-fishing  industry  is  based  on  what 
occurred  during  the  larger  (258,000  bbl)  Exxon  Valdez  oil 
spill  and  a  smaller  (4,000-bbl)  spill,  and  depends  primarily 
on  the  highly  variable  Exxon  Valdez  spill  cost  estimates 
(ranging  from  $9-43  million/year  for  2  years).  The  value  of 
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the  gulf  commercial  fishery  (Prince  William  Sound  to  Cape 
Fairweather)  is  estimated  at  $75  to  $200  million  per  year, 
depending  on  the  price  per  year  and  numbers  caught. 
Hence,  in  any  2-year  period  when  the  value  of  the 
northeastern  gulf  conranercial  fishery  is  estimated  to  be 
about  $75  million  per  year,  a  2-year  loss  of  about  $9 
million  per  year  represents  a  1 2-percent-per-year  loss  for  2 
years.  A  2-year  loss  of  about  $43  million  per  year 
represents  a  57-percent-per-year  loss  for  2  years.  In  a  2- 
year  period  when  the  annual  value  of  the  northeastern  gulf 
commercial  fishery  is  estimated  to  be  closer  to  $200 
million,  a  2-ycar  loss  of  about  $9  million  per  year 
represents  a  5-percent-per-year  loss  for  2  years,  whereas  a 
2-year  loss  of  $43  million  per  year  represents  a  22-percent- 
per-year  loss  for  2  years. 

Because  the  occurrence  of  a  large  oil  spill  (e.g.,  200,000 
bbl)  would  preclude  any  knowledge  of  what  the 
commercial  fishery  would  have  been  worth  (due  to 
closures),  the  value  of  the  commercial  fishery  at  the  time  of 
the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  assumed  to  be  the  estimated 
average  annual  value  of  the  gulf  commercial  fishery.  In 
terms  of  the  estimated  average  annual  value  (about  $125 
million),  a  2-year  loss  of  about  $9  million  per  year 
represents  a  7-percent-per-year  loss  for  2  years,  whereas  a 
2-year  loss  of  about  $43  million  per  year  represents  a  34- 
percent-per-year  loss  for  2  years.  These  estimates  are  the 
same  as  for  large  spill  because,  as  indicated  above,  any 
large  oil  spill  is  large  enough  to  close  the  same  amount  of 
commercial  fishery  within  the  sale  area.  However,  if  it  is 
assumed  that  the  oil  from  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  also 
moves  outside  and  northwest  of  the  sale  area,  additional 
closures  are  expected  from  Prince  William  Sound  to 
Resurrection  Bay.  It  is  estimated  that  these  additional 
closures  would  further  reduce  the  value  of  gulf  commercial 
fisheries  (excluding  Kodiak  and  Cook  Inlet)  by  about  30 
percent  for  2  years.  Hence,  estimated  gulf  commercial 
fishing  losses  due  to  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  are  estimated 
to  range  between  $45  million  (74-30  =  37%)  and  $80 
million  (34h-30  -  64%)  per  year  for  2  years  following  the 
spill. 

Thus,  based  on  loss  estimates  from  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill 
and  the  estimated  annual  value  of  the  northeastern  gulf 
commercial  fishery,  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  could  result  in 
an  economic  loss  to  the  northeastern  gulf  commercial 
fishing  industry  of  12  to  57  percent  per  year  for  2  years 
(within  the  sale  area).  However,  in  terms  of  the  estimated 
average  annual  value  of  the  northeastern  gulf  commercial 
fishery,  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  more  likely  to  result  in  a 
loss  of  about  7  to  34  percent  per  year  for  2  years  within  the 
sale  area.  Additional  closures  northwest  of  the  sale  area 
are  estimated  to  increase  this  loss  to  between  37  and  64 
percent  per  year  for  2  years  following  the  spill. 
Compensation  to  the  coinmercial-fishing  industry  for 
participating  in  the  cleanup  of  an  oil  spill  is  likely  to 


exceed  these  economic  losses  by  several  orders  of 
magnitude. 

Conclusion:  Based  on  the  assumptions  discussed  in  the 
text,  adjusted  Exxon  Valdez  spill  loss  estimates,  and  the 
average  annual  value  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  commercial 
fishery,  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to  result  in 
economic  losses  to  the  gulf  commercial-fishing  industry 
ranging  from  37  to  64  percent  per  year  for  2  years 
following  the  spill. 

11.  Subsistence-Harvest  Patterns:  This  analysis 
assumes  that  a  200,000-bbl  tanker  oil  spill  occurs  offshore 
Cape  Fairweather  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  during  the 
summer  with  onshore  winds  (Fig.  B-1).  Within  10  days  the 
spill  is  estimated  to  have  swept  over  a  discontinuous  area 
of  1,738  km  (Table  B-1),  and  a  portion  of  the  spill  is 
estimated  to  have  contacted  coastline  habitats  from  Yakutat 
Bay  westward  to  Kayak  Island,  as  shown  in  Figure  B-1 . 
Within  30  days  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to 
contact  the  entire  coastline  associated  with  the  Yakutat  and 
Cordova  subsistence-harvest  areas. 

The  effects  on  subsistence-harvest  patterns  would  be 
comparable  to  the  effects  from  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  of 
1989,  because  both  tanker  spills  would  have  occurred  at 
similar  times  and  would  be  of  approximately  the  same  size. 
The  primary  difference  between  the  two  incidents  is  in  the 
geography  of  the  spills,  which  makes  Yakutat  more 
instantaneously  subject  to  contact.  The  annual  round  of 
harvest  activities  for  Yakutat  indicates  that  some  harvests, 
such  as  for  harbor  seal,  salmon,  and  marine  invertebrates, 
could  have  begun.  The  instantaneous  nature  of  the  event 
would  not  permit  opportunistic  "stocking  up"  of  available 
resources.  Using  experience  from  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill 
as  a  gauge,  effects  on  subsistence-harvest  patterns  for  the 
residents  of  Yakutat  and  Cordova — especially  for  intertidal 
resources  and  some  fish  species — would  be  expected  to  last 
for  at  least  4  years. 

Conclusion:  Subsistence  harvests  in  the  200,000-bbl-spilI 
case  would  be  reduced  or  substantially  altered  by  as  much 
as  80  percent  in  Yakutat  and  Cordova  for  at  least  1  year 
and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  for  selected  subsistence  resources  3 
to  4  years  beyond. 

12.  Sociocultural  Systems:  This  analysis  assumes 
that  a  200,000-bbl  tanker  oil  spill  occurs  offshore  Cape 
Fairweather  along  Tanker  Segment  T6  during  the  summer 
with  onshore  winds  (Fig.  B-1).  Within  10  days  the  spill  is 
estimated  to  have  swept  over  a  discontinuous  area  of  1 ,738 
km  (Table  B-1),  and  a  portion  of  the  spill  is  estimated  to 
have  contacted  coastline  habitats  from  Yakutat  Bay 
westward  to  Kayak  Island,  as  shown  in  Figure  B-1.  Within 
30  days  the  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  is  estimated  to  contact  the 
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entire  coastline  associated  with  the  Yakutat  and  Cordova 
subsistence-harvest  areas. 

The  location  of  the  200,000-bbl  spill  off  Cape  Fairweather 
suggests  that  spill  effects  on  Yakutat  would  be 
instantaneous,  with  little  time  to  prepare,  and  could  be 
expected  to  last  at  least  4  years.  Individuals  and 
communities  that  depend  on  income  from  commercial 
fisheries  would  experience  stress  and  anxiety  from  debt 
burden,  income  shortfalls,  litigation,  and  fear  for  the  future 
should  the  fisheries  they  participate  in  or  depend  on  in 
other  capacities  be  shortened  or  terminated  due  to  the 
accidental  spill. 

Considerable  stress  and  anxiety  also  would  be  expected 
over  the  loss  of  subsistence  resources,  contamination  of 
habitat,  fear  of  the  health  effects  of  eating  contaminated 
wild  foods,  and  the  need  to  depend  on  the  knowledge  of 
others  about  environmental  contamination  (Maganak, 
1990;  Fall,  1992;  McMullen,  1993).  Individuals  and  the 
communities  of  Yakutat  and  Cordova  would  be 
increasingly  stressed  during  the  time  needed  to  modify 
subsistence-harvest  patterns  by  selectively  changing 
harvest  areas,  if  available.  Associated  culturally  significant 
activities,  such  as  the  organization  of  subsistence  activities 
among  kinship  and  friendship  groups  and  the  relationships 
among  those  that  customarily  process  and  share  subsistence 
harvests,  would  be  modified  or  would  decline  as  well. 

The  200,000-bbl-spill  case  also  would  be  expected  to  affect 
individuals  and  institutions  in  ways  similar  to  the 
experience  from  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill.  As  shown  by  that 
spill,  some  individuals  found  a  new  arena  for  pre-existing 
personal  and  political  conflict,  especially  over  the 
dispensation  of  money  and  contracts.  In  the  smaller 
communities,  cleanup  work  produced  a  redistribution  of 
resources,  creating  new  schisms  in  the  community 
(Richards,  undated).  Many  members  of  small  communities 
were  on  the  road  to  sobriety  prior  to  the  spill;  but  after  the 
spill  some  people  began  drinking  again,  producing  the  re- 
emergence  of  numerous  alcohol-related  problems,  such  as 
child  abuse,  domestic  violence,  and  accidents,  that  were 
there  before  (Richards,  undated). 

Institutional  effects  included  additional  burdens  being 
placed  on  local  government,  disruption  of  existing 
community  plans  and  programs,  strain  on  local  officials, 
difficulties  dealing  with  the  spiller,  community  conflict, 
disruptions  of  customary  habits  and  patterns  of  behavior, 
emotional  effects  and  stress-related  disorders,  confronting 
environmental  degradation  and  death,  and  violation  of 
community  values  (Endter-Wada,  1992).  Postspill  stress 
resulted  from  this  seeming  loss  of  control  over  individual 
and  institutional  environments  as  well  as  from  secondary 
episodes  such  as  litigation,  which  produced  secrecy  over 
information,  uncertainty  over  outcomes,  and  community 


segmentation  (Smythe,  1990;  Picou  and  Gill,  1993). 
Attempts  to  mitigate  effects  met  with  a  higher  priority 
placed  on  concerns  over  litigation  and  a  reluctance  to 
intervene  with  people  for  fear  it  might  benefit  adversaries 
in  legal  battles  (Richards,  undated). 

Conclusion:  Sociocultural  systems  in  the  communities  of 
Yakutat  and  Cordova  arc  expected  to  undergo  severe 
individual,  social,  and  institutional  stress  and  disruption  in 
the  year  of  the  200,000-bbl  spill  that  would  last  at  least  4 
years  thereafter. 

13.  Archaeological  Resources:  The  200,000-bbl 
oil  spill  would  affect  archaeological  resources  by  creating 
surface-disturbing  activities  resulting  from  emergency 
shoreline  treatment.  Following  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill, 
Exxon  developed  and  funded  a  Cultural  Resource  Program 
to  ensure  that  potential  effects  on  archaeological  sites  were 
minimized  during  shoreline  treatment  (Betts,  1991).  This 
program  involved  a  team  of  archaeologists  who  performed 
reconnaissance  surveys  of  the  affected  beach  segments, 
reviewed  proposed  oil-spill  treatment,  and  monitored 
treatment.  As  a  result  of  the  coastline  surveys,  hundreds  of 
archaeological  sites  were  discovered,  recorded,  and 
verified.  This  resulted  in  the  most  comprehensive 
archaeological  record  of  Alaskan  coastline  ever 
documented. 

Although  a  number  of  sites  in  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill  area 
were  vandalized  during  the  1989  cleanup  season,  the  large 
number  of  Exxon  and  government-agency  archaeologists 
visible  in  the  field  may  have  lessened  the  amount  of  site 
vandalism  that  may  have  occurred  (Mobley,  1990). 

The  Dekin  study  (1993)  found  that  small  amounts  of 
petroleum  hydrocarbons  may  occur  in  most  archaeological 
sites  within  the  study  area.  This  suggests  a  low-level 
petroleum  contamination  that  had  not  previously  been 
suspected.  Since  the  researchers  found  no  evidence  of 
extensive  soil  contamination  from  a  single  definable  source 
(i.e.,  the  oil  spilled  from  the  Exxon  Valdez),  they  "...now 
add  the  continuing  contamination  of  soils  from  small  and 
large  petroleum  spills  in  areas  where  present  and  past  land 
use  coincide"  (Dekin,  1993).  Vandalism  was  found  to 
have  a  significant  effect  on  archaeological  site  integrity  but 
could  not  be  tied  directly  to  the  oil  spill  (Dekin,  1993). 

Conclusion:  The  expected  effect  on  onshore 
archaeological  resources  from  a  large  oil  spill  is  uncertain, 
but  data  from  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  indicate  that  <3 
percent  of  the  resources  within  a  spill  area  would  be 
significantly  affected. 

14.  Recreation  and  Tourism:  This  analysis 

assumes  that  a  200,000-bbl  tanker  spill  occurs 
approximately  60  km  due  east  of  Glacier  Bay  National  Park 
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and  Preserve  between  Dry  Bay  and  Lituya  Bay  during  the 
summer.  Within  10  days  the  spill  is  estimated  to  contact 
the  coastal  areas  of  Wrangell-Saint  Elias  National  Park  and 
Preserve  and  the  Tongass  National  Forest  adjacent  to 
Yakutat  Bay.  Within  30  days  the  oil  spill  would  move 
north  and  west  along  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  in  the  Alaska 
Current  and  Alaska  Coastal  Current  and  contact  coastal 
areas  in  Prince  William  Sound  and  the  Kenai  Fjords 
National  Park.  The  spill  also  would  contact  Glacier  Bay 
National  Park  and  Preserve  within  30  days. 

Recreation  and  tourism  activities  in  coastal  areas  contacted 
by  the  spill  would  in  all  likelihood  be  precluded  until  spill- 
cleanup  operations  and  natural  processes  restored  the  sites 
to  a  relatively  natural  condition.  Oil-spill-cleanup  activity 
would  disturb  resources  in  the  area  200  m  inward  from  the 
waterline,  as  happened  with  the  Exxon  Valdez  oil  spill  oil- 
spill  cleanup. 


subsistence  users;  and  by  cultural  and  archaeological 
resources.  Water  quality  would  exceed  the  acute  chronic 
criterion  for  >1  month.  Because  these  greater  levels  of 
effects  are  perpetrated  by  an  accidental  oil  spill  along  a 
transportation  route  that  is  not  inherently  more  dangerous 
than  other  potential  routes,  most  Statewide  and  district 
policies  would  apply  here. 

Statewide  standards  and  district  policies  related  to  coastal 
development;  geophysical  hazards;  energy  facilities; 
transportation  and  utilities;  and  historic,  prehistoric,  and 
archaeological  resources  can  be  applied  better  when  an 
actual  development  is  proposed.  Nothing  in  the  scenario  is 
inherently  in  conflict  with  these  policies.  The  broader 
Statewide  standards  and  district  policies  related  to 
subsistence;  habitat;  and  air,  land,  and  water  quality  can  be 
applied  more  easily  with  the  information  available  at  the 
lease-sale  stage. 


The  effect  of  a  large  spill  on  Prince  William  Sound's 
tourist  industry  would  be  very  similar  to  that  of  the  Exxon 
Valdez  spill.  The  immediate  effect  of  a  large  oil  spill 
contacting  the  northern  coast  of  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  would 
be  the  cancellation  of  tourist  plans  to  visit  the  area 
contacted  by  the  spill.  The  biggest  effect  would  be  felt  by 
small  charter-boat,  lodge,  and  sport-fishing  operations  that 
normally  would  get  many  of  their  bookings  just  before  the 
summer  season.  Lodges  and  fishing  operations  in  the 
Yakutat  area  would  probably  suffer  the  largest  economic 
losses  as  a  result  of  the  spill.  Other  tourist  attractions 
along  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  and  areas  adjacent  to  the  area  of 
spill  contact  could  expect  a  decline  in  the  number  of 
bookings  for  the  summer.  Major  cruise  lines,  which 
require  deposits  from  customers,  would  probably  be  least 
affected  by  the  oil  spill.  Major  economic  losses  could  be 
expected  for  the  tourist  season  following  the  spill; 
however,  tourist  levels  would  be  expected  to  rebound  to 
prespill  levels  1  year  after  the  spill,  as  was  the  experience 
with  the  Exxon  Valdez  spill. 

Conclusion:  The  200,000-bbl  oil  spill  would  preclude 
recreation  and  tourism  activities  in  the  coastal  areas  of  the 
Wrangell-Saint  Elias  National  Park  and  Preserve,  Tongass 
National  Forest,  Prince  William  Sound,  and  Glacier  Bay 
National  Park  and  Preserve  until  spill-cleanup  operations 
and  natural  processes  restored  the  sites.  Major  economic 
losses  could  be  expected  for  the  tourist  industry  following 
the  spill,  with  small  charter-boat,  lodge,  and  sportfishing 
operations  in  the  Yakutcit  area  being  the  hardest  hit. 
However,  tourist  levels  would  be  expected  to  rebound  to 
prespill  levels  1  year  after  the  spill. 

15.  Land  Use  Plans  and  Coastal  Management 
Programs:  in  the  event  of  a  200,000-bbl  oil  spill, 
greater  effects  would  be  experienced  by  most  biological 
resources  in  coastal  environments  and  intertidal  areas;  by 


The  greater  level  of  effects  identified  in  above  Sections  II. a 
through  II. n  do  not  translate  into  greater  potential  for 
conflict  with  these  Statewide  standards  and  district  policies 
for  the  reason  stated  above — the  spill  that  is  the  source  of 
the  effects  is  accidental  and  does  not  reflect  a  particular 
siting  decision  for  transporting  oil  to  market. 

Regardless  of  the  method  used  for  transshipment,  all  oil 
leaving  the  State  of  Alaska  travels  by  tanker.  Mitigating 
measures  that  reinforce  MMS  regulations  related  to  oil- 
spill-contingency  (OSCP's)  plans  and  regulations  that 
ensure  safe  drilling  operations  ameliorate  potential  conflict 
on  the  drilling  site;  but  in  this  instance  the  spill  occurs 
while  the  product  is  being  transported  to  market.  Tanker 
traffic  is  not  controlled  by  MMS;  however,  OSCP's  are 
required  for  tankers  and  would  need  to  be  in  place  before 
the  oil  was  transported. 

Conclusion:  Conflicts  with  the  Statewide  standards  and 
Yakutat  District  policies  related  to  site-specific  decisions 
are  not  inherently  in  conflict  with  the  scenario.  Effects  of  a 
200,000-bbl  spill  could  affect  the  habitat;  subsistence;  and 
air-,  land-,  and  water-quality  standards  of  the  ACMP  and 
the  Yakutat  District  plan. 
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Sub j act: 


Regional  Director,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

State  Director 

Endangered  Speciea  -  Propoeed  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Sale  in 
the  Mational  Petroleuiri  Reserve- Alaska  (NPi^-A) 


The  Buraau  o£  Land  Managemsr.t  (BLKl  has  initiated  an  Integrated 
Activity  Piin/Envirorj>antal  Ixpaofc  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  to  update 
its  managaitient  strategy  for  the  northeast  portion  of  NPR-A  (sea 
attached  Notice  of  Intent,  which  includes  a  raap  of  the  area! , 
The  lAP/BIS  will  address  the  full  ranoa  of  ELM' 3  management 
responsibilitiea  in  the  planning  airea,  including  oii  and  gas 
leasing,  wildlife  protection,  subsistence,  and  recreation.   The 
plan  will  be  finalized  in  the  summer  of  1998  and  a  Kecord  of 
Decision  is  anticipatad  at  the  end  of  July,  1998.   If  oil  and  gag 
leasing  results  from  the  lAP/EIS.  Che  laase  sale  will  probably 
take  place  no  sooner  than  September,  1998. 

In  accordance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  Section  7, 
regulations  governing  interagency  cooperation,  we  are  providing  a 
notification  of  the  listed  and  proposed  species  and  critical 
habitat  that  will  be  included  in  the  biological  evaluation. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  there  are  no  designated  or  proposed 
critical  habitats  for  any  listed  or  proposed  species  potentially 
affected  by  oil  and  gas  exploration  activities  in  the  proposed 
lease  sale  area.   In  our  biological  evaluation,  we  will  review 
the  following  listed  and  proposed  species  that  mav  be  present  in 
Che  proposed  lease  area. 


Common  Hame 
Spectacled  eider 
Steller's  eider 


Scientific   Hame 
Somateria  fischeri 
P':>lysticta   sLelJeri 


Status 
threatened 
proposed  threatened 


We  do  not  plan   to   include   the  Arctic  peregrine  falcon,    Fa7co 
peregrinus    cundrlus,    in   the  biological   evaluation   since   ib  was 
dalisted  on  October   5,    1994,    unless  we  are  otherwise   advised  by 
your  agency. 

In   the   event   that   the   IAP/BI3   results   in  an  oil   and  gas    lease 
sale,    analysis   of   potential   effects   on  species   that  occur  along 
the   expeccec  oil   transport  corridor   is   required.      Analysis  of    the 
potential   effects  of   several   species   on   the  likely   transportation 


route    to  XI.  S.    porta   along    the  West   Coast  were   included    in 
biological   evaluations  prepared  by   Che  Minerals  Manaqeir.er-t 
Service    (MMS)    for  Cook   Inlet   Lease   Sale   149    and  Gulf   of   Alaska- 
yakatat   Lease   Sale   ISB,      Analysis   of   potential   effects   on   several 
species   that  nay  occur  along  the  expected  oil   transport   corridor 
to  ports   in   the  Par  East  was   included   in  MMS's   Final 
Environmental   Impact  Statement    (FEI5)    for  Oil  and  Gas     Lease  Sale 
141.      The  oil   transport  scenario  for  any  NPR-A  sale  will    likely 
remain  the   same,    so   evaluations  of   species   along   the 
transportation  corridors   are   incorporated  by   refere.ice   frorc   the 
biological    evaluations    for   Sale   149    and  Sale   158   and   the   FEiS    for 
Sale   144. 

Please   review  our  list   and  notify  us   of   your  concurrence  or 
tevisions    and  of   any  new  Information  concerning   these   species    in 
relation   to   the  planning  area.      To   facilitate   the   review,    we   have 
provided   a  copy  of   this   letter  to  your  Anchorage  Ecological 
Services   Field  Office.      Upon   receipt  of   your   reply,    preparation 
of   the  biological  evaluation   reviewing  potential  effects   of   the 
proposed  action  will  begin.      The  MMS  personnel,    In  cooperation 
with  BLM'a   staff,    will  be  preparing  the  biological   evaluation   for 
the   Section  7   consultation.      If  you  have  any  (juestions   concerning 
this   proposed  action,    please  contact  MMS  biologists  Joel  H'^bbard 
at    (907)    271-6670   or   Frank  Wendli.ia   at    (907)    271-6510. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  your   staff   in  protecting 
and  conserving   endangered  and   threatened   species . 


/s/  Tom  AHen 


Attachment 

Notice  of  Intent  (3  pp) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  Of  LMIO  MANAGEMENT 

ALASKA  STATE  OFFICE 

2H  W.  Till  Avraue,  *I3 

ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA  995U-7S99 


6840    NPRA    (S31) 
MAY     S  1997 


Mr.    Steven   Pennoysr- 

Director,    Alaska   Region 

Nanlonal   Marina  Fisheries  Service 

P.O.    Box   21653 

Juneau,    Alaska     99802 -ISSS 

Dear  Mr.    Pennoyer: 

The  Bureau  of   Land  Management    (BLM)    has    initiated  an  Integrated 
Activity  Plan/Environmental   Impact  Statement    {lAP/EIS)    to  updata 
its  management  strategy  for   the  northeast  portion  .of  NPR-A    (see 
attached  Notice  of   Intent,   which   includas  a  map  of   the  area)  . 
The  IAP/EI3  will  address   the  &ill  laage  of  BUi'  s  maiiagsaeiit 
responsibilities   in  the  planning  area,    including  oil  and  gas 
leasing,    wildlife  protection.    »ub3i3eBac«,.  and  reereation.      The 
plan  will  be   finalized  in  the  summer  of  139  8    and  a  Record  of 
Decision  is  anticipated  at  the  end  of  July,    1998.      If  oil  and  gas 
leasing  results  from  the  lAP/EIS,    the  lease  sale  will  probably 
take  place  no  sooner  than  September,    1398, 

In  accordance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act,-  Sectioa  7, 
regulations   governing  interagency  cooperation,'  we  are  contacting 
your  agency  requesting  notification  of   any  listed  or  proposed 
species   or  critical  habitat  that  may  be  present   in  or  affected  by 
oil   and  gas   exploration  activities  in   the  propos-ed  lease  sale 
area   that   should  be  included  in  the  biological  evaluation. 

In   the   event  that   the  IAP/EI3  results   in  an  oil  and  gas  lease 
sale,    analysis   of   potential   affects   on   species   that  occur  along 
the   expected  oil   transport  corridor  is   required.      Analysis  of    the 
potential    effects   of   several  species  on  the  likely  transportation 
route   to  0.3.    ports   along  the  West  Coast  wore   included  in 
biological   evaluations  prepared  by  the  Minerals   Hanaganant 
Service    («M3)    for  Cook  Inlet  Lease  Sale  149   and  Gulf  of  Alaska- 
YaJcutae  Lease   3ala  1S9.     Analysis  of  potential   effects  on  several 
species    that  nay  occur  along   the  expected  oil.  transport  corridor 
to  ports    in  the  Far  East  was  included  in  MMS's.  Pinal 
Envxronnental    Impact   Statement    (FEIS)    for  Oil   a=d  Gas   Lease  Sale 
144.      The  oil    transport   scenario  for  any  NPH-A  sale  will  likely- 
remain   the   same,    so   evaluations  of   species   along    the 
transportation   corridors   are   incorporated  by  reference   from   the 
biological   evaluations   for.  Sale  119   and  Sale   153   and  the   FEIS   £o- 
Sale   144. 


To    facilitate    the   r«view,    w«  hava  provided   a  copy  oftiiia    letter 
to   your  Anchorage   field  office.      Dpon   receipt   of  your  reply, 
preparation  of   the  biological  evaluation  reviewing  potantial 
effects  of   the  proposed  action  will  begin.     The  MM3  personnel,    in 
cooperation  with  Bl^l'a   staff,   will  be  preparing  the  biological 
evaluation  for   the   Sectioa.  7   consultation.      If  you  have  acy 
guesticns  concerning  this  propoaad  action,   pleasa  contact  MMS 
biologists   Fran.k  Wendling  at    (907)    271-S510  or  Joel  Hubbard  at 
(907)     271-S670. 

We  looic  forward  to  working  with  you  and  your  staff  in  protacting_ 
and   conserving  endangered  and   threatened  species. 

Sincerely, 


/a/  Tom  Allan 
State  Dir«ctor 


Enclosure 

Kotica  of  Intent    (3   pp) 

cc:      Anchorage   Ecological   Pisld  Office 
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UNITED    STA-reS    DePARTMEMT    OF    COMMERC 
National  Ocaanio  and  Atmoaphario  Administration 

National  Menna  prshtn**  Service 

P.O.  Box  21668 

Juneau.  AltsKa  99002-  rSSS 

May    23',     1997 


Tom  Allarfi 

Stats'  Direccoi 
Bureau   of    Land   Management 
222  West   7^^'  ftvenue,    #13 
AnchoragB.    Alaska    99513-7539 

Dear   Mr.    Allan; 

ThanJc  you  for  your  letter  requesting  a  liet  of  Threatened  or 
Endangered  specie*  occurring  in  the  area  associated  with  National 
Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska.  The  national  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
is  responsible  for  certain  marine  species  listed  under  the 
Endangered  Species  Act  of  1972,  as  amended  lEEA) .   Of  these,  the 
bowhead  whale  pqTapna  rnvwr  ^  rreru!; .  is  found  vithin  the  waters  of 
the  Beaufort  Sea  off  the  Alaaka  coast.   Several  additional  listed 
species  occur  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  and  along  the  vessel 
transportation  routes  to  U.S.  ports  along  the  West  Coast.   This 
latter  provides  a  list  of  the  KSA-listed  species  that  occur  in 
Alaska.   We  suggest  that  you  contact  the  NMTS  Northwest  Regional 
office  and  the  NMFS  Southwest  Regional  Office  for  additional 
species  that  occur  in  the  waters  of  Washington,  Oregon  and 
California.   The  ESA-listed  epeciea  that  are  present  in  Alaskan 
waters  are  as  follows ; 


Bownead  whale 

Northern  right  whale 

Fin  whale 

Humpback   whale 

spem  whale 

Sei  whale 

Blue   whale 

yteller   sea  lion 

Western    stock 
Eastern  stock 

Snake  River  sockeye   sa 


Ff^'ij^nt;  fin    K^TT.t 
Ralaana    mval-H  riTllg 
Filnalaena    glr^cjflU,'; 
Ralaanopl-Hra   phvsalus 
^pgaptp.ra   nov.3HanaIiae 

Ralaenoptara    musculUS 
PiimprriTiias    iuhatii;; 


iraon     nnnn-rhvrirhng    OeTlia 


Endangered* 
Threatened* 
Endangered 


Snake  River  Spring/Sunrtnar  Chinook  Salmon 

nngoyhyr^f-hii'^    f.KhjttJvr  ar-ha    Threatened 

Snake  River  Pall  Chinook  Salmon 

OncQrhvnf^huR  tLehawytscVia  Threatened 

Under  Section  7  of  the  ESA,  a  federal  agcnrry  is  re(^ired  ro 
consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  regarding  the  presence  of 
these  speci^e  or  their  designated  critical  habitat.   If  thiis 
presence  is  identified,  the  agency  must  then  determine  if  the 
activity  may  affect  these  animals  or  habitats.   if  it  finds  the 
action  would  nor  affect  theae  concerns^  no  further  conf^ul tation 
Ie  required.  Otherwise,  the  action  agency  should  notify  N74FS  of 
its  findings  and  request  consultation  under  the  Act. 

We  hope  this  information  is  useful  in  fulfilling  the  requirements 
of  the  ESA.   Please  direct  any  queHtione  you  may  have  to  Brad 
Smith  in  our  Anchorage  office  at  (907)271-5006. 


sincerely. 


Steven  T.  ZimTnerman  Ph.D. 

Chief,  ProtmctadT  Reftourcsfi 

Management  Di via Ion 


*The  Steller  sea  lion  is  listed  as  an  endangered  opeciea  for 
stocks  west  of  144°  W  longitude  aind  aa  a  threatened  apeciae  to 
the  east.   Rookericc,  major  haul  oute,  and  special  ioraging  areas 
have  been  designated  as  critical  habitat  for  this  species.   These 
Bites  are  identified  in  50  CFR  226.12, 
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UWJTED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NAfiONA.  MARINE  ffSHERIES  SERVICE 

f  NVIKONMENTAI  i  TECHNICAl  seRV!C£S  OfV!S-ON 

POEilAND,  OREGON  97iM-27i7 


June    10,     1997 


Mr  .    Frank   Vfendl  ing 

Minerals  Management  Service 

Alaska  OCS  Region,  Leasing  and  Environment  Office 

94  9  E.  2  6t:i  Avenue,  Rootti  300 

Anchorage,  Alaska   99508-4363 


P/NW03 


Re: 


Species  List  Request  for  the  National  Petroleutri  Reserve - 
Alaska 


Dear  Mr .  Wend ling : 

The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS)  has  reviewed  your 
June  9,  1997,  facsimile  to  Ben,  Meyer  requesting  a  list  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species  for  an  Environemntal  Impact 
Statement  for  the  national  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska. 


This  lettejT  constitutes  the  required  notification  of  the  presence 
of  any  Federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  or 
critical  habitat  under  NMFS"  jurisdiction  in  the  permit  area  r.hat 
may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project  {Appendix  A  to  Part  330, 

Section  C.13 (5) (i) 1 . 


If  you  have  any  further  questions, 
staff  at  (503)  230-5425. 


please  contact  Ben  Meyer  of  my 


Sincerely, 


Elizabeth  Holmes  Gaar,  Chief 
Habitat  Conservation  Division 


Enclosure 


We  have  enclosed  lists  of  these  anadromous  fish  species  that  are 
listed  as  threatened  or  endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species 
Act  (ESA) ,  those  that  are  proposed  for  listing,  and  those  that 
are  candidates  for  listing.   This  inventory  includes  only 
anadromous  species  under  NMFS'  jurisdiction  that  occur  in  the 
Pacific  Nox'thwest.   The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  should  be 
contacted  regarding  the  preoence  of  species  falling  under  its 
jurisdiction . 

Available  information  indicates  that  the  following  listed  salmon 
species  may  occur  in  the  project  area:  Snake  River  Sockeye 
Salmon,  {Oncorhynchus  nerka) ;    Snake  Rivejr  Fall  Chinook  Salmon, 
(O.  tshawytscha) ;  Snake  River  Spring/Summer  Chinook  Salmon  (O. 
tsha.wytscha-)  ;    S .  Oregon/N.  California  Coast  Coho  Salmon  (O. 
Aisutch) .   The  following  proposed  species  may  also  occur  in  the 
project  area:  Klamath  Mountains  Province  Steelhead  (O.  znykiss) ; 
Lower  Columl^ia  River  Steelhead  (D.  myJriss)  ;  Upper  Columbia  River 
Steelhead  (O.  mykiss) ;    Oregon  Coast  Steelhead  (O.  mykiss) ;    and 
Snake  River  Basin  Steelhead  (O.  myJciss)  . 


c-4 


ENDANaERSD,    THRBATSifBD,    AND  PROPOSED   SPECIES 

UNDER   NATIOifAL   MARINE   FISHERIES    SERVICE   JURISDICTION 


LJBte^i  Species 


Snake  River  Sockeye  Salmon 
Snake  River  Fall  Chinook  Salmon 
Snake  River  Spring/Summer 

Chinook  Salmon 
Umpqua  River  Cutthroat  Trout 
S.  Oregon/N.  California  Coast 

Coho  Salmon 


Oncorhynchus  nerka 
O.     tshdwytschA 

O .     tshawytscha 
O.     clarkl    clarki, 

O.    kisutch 


This  Side  Blank 


Proposed  for  Liating 


(Th«  following  ESUs} 

Steelhead 

Klamath  Mountains  Province 
Lower  Columbia  River 
Upper  Columbia  River 
Oregon  Coast 
Snake  River  Basin 


O.    mykiss 
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United  Stales  Department  of  the  Interior 

MINER-Al^  iVLANACEMENT  SERVICE 

AJaska  Outer  Condncnul  Shelf  Region 

•MS  t.  IHlh  Awni.r,  Rnnin  fifll 

Anchornec.  .M.iika  9!iiiOS-4?02 


Dr.  Wiliiam  T.  Hogarth 

Wc  [ook  forward  to  working  with  you  in  our  shared  goal  to  protect  threatened  and  endangered 
species. 

Sincerely. 


JUN    I  2  1397 


Dr,  William  T,  Hogarth 

Regional  Administrator 

National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 

Southwest  Regional  Center 

501  West  Ocean  Boulevard,  Suite  4200 

Long  Beach.  California  90802-4213 

Dear  Dr.  Hogarth: 


Mr.  Craig  Wingert 
Mr.  Ben  Meyer.  >fMFS 
Dr.  Steve  Zimmerman,  NMFS 
Mr.  Tom  Allen,  BLM 


The  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS)  is  joindy  preparing  an  Integrated  Activity  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the 
northeast  ponion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve,  Alaska,  which  is  located  on  die  Nonh  Slope 
of  Alaska.  One  of  the  proposed  activities  could  be  an  oil  and  gas  lease  sale.  Any  oil  discoveicd 
as  a  result  of  a  lease  sale  and  subsequently  produced  will  likely  be  transported  by  pipeline  fiom 
Lhe  planning  area  to  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  and  subsequently  transported  by  tanker  to 
ports  in  the  lower  4S  states. 

In  accordance  with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  Section  7  regulations  governing  interagency 
cooperation,  and  at  the  recommendation  from  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS), 
Alaska  Region,  we  are  contacting  your  agency  requesting  notification  of  any  listed  or  proposed 
species  or  critical  habitat  that  may  be  affected  as  a  result  of  tankering  oil  south  to  ports  in 
Washington,  Oregon,  and  California.  MMS  has  previously  addressed  in  earlier  EIS's  and 
Biological  Evaluations  various  endangered  and  threatened  species  including  fin,  humpback,  sci, 
blue,  northern  right,  and  spcnn  whales.  Steiler's  sea  lion,  Guadalupe  fur  seal,  and  green, 
Icatherback,  loggerhead,  and  Pacific  ridley  sea  tunics. 

On  June  9,  1997,  Mr.  Frank  Wendling  from  this  office  contacted  Mr.  Craig  Wingert  in  your 
office  by  telephone  and  faxed  to  him  acopy  of  our  original  species  list  letter  dated  May  6,  1997, 
sent  to  the  NMFS.  Alaska  Region,  and  a  copy  of  their  response  dated  May  23,  1997.  This  letter 
confirms  the  request  for  species  information  requested  by  the  telephone  call  and  the  fax.  If  you 
have  any  questions  conceraing  this  proposed  action,  please  contact  Frank  Wendling  at 
(907)271-6510. 
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United  States  Department  of  tlie  Interior 

MINERALS  M-\NAr,F.MENT  SERVICE 

Aliiika  Outer  ConEinenial  Shelf  Region 

9-19  E.  36th  Avenue,  Room  b03 

Ajichof^djje.  Alaska  995t)&-1302 


jm   I  2  1997 


Ms.  Elizabeth  Gaar 
Chief,  Habitat  Conservation  Division 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
525  Northeast  Oregon  Street,  Suite  500 
Portiand,  Oregon  97232-2737 

Dear  Ms.  Gaar; 

The  Minerals  Management  Sei^ice  (MMS)  is  jointly  preparing  an  Integrated  Activity  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  fur  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  the 
northeast  poiiion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve,  Alaska,  which  is  located  on  the  North  Slope 
of  Alaska.  One  of  the  proposed  activities  could  be  an  oil  and  gas  lease  sale.  Any  oil  discovered 
as  a  result  of  a  lease  sale  and  subsccjuendy  produced  will  likely  be  transported  by  pipeUne  ftom 
the  planning  area  to  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline  System  and  subsequently  transported  by  tanker  to 
ports  in  the  lower  48  states. 

In  accordance  with  Uie  Endangered  Species  Act  Section  7  regulations  governing  interagency 
cooperation,  and  at  the  rEconuncndation  from  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS), 
Alaska  Region,  we  are  contacting  your  agency  requesting  notification  of  aiiy  listed  or  proposed 
species  or  critical  habitat  lliat  may  be  affected  as  a  result  of  taiikering  oil  south  to  ports  in 
W.Tshington,  Oregon,  and  California.  MMS  has  previously  addressed  in  earlier  EIS  's  and 
Biological  Evaluations  various  endangered  and  threatened  species  including  fui,  humpback,  sei, 
blue,  northern  right,  and  sperm  whales.  Steller's  sea  lion,  Guadalupe  fur  seal,  and  green, 
leatlicrback,  loggerhead,  and  Pacific  ridley  sea  turtles. 

On  June  9,  1997,  Mr.  Frank  Wcndling  from  this  office  contacted  Mr.  Ben  Meyer  in  your  office 
by  telephone  and  faxed  to  him  a  copy  of  our  original  .species  list  letter  dated  .May  6,  1997,  sent  to 
the  NMFS,  Alaska  Region,  and  a  copy  of  their  response  dated  May  23,  1997.  This  letter ' 
confirms  the  request  for  species  information  requested  by  the  telephone  call  and  the  facsinule. 
We  received  your  response  by  fax  on  June  10.  1 997.  Thank  you  for  your  very  prompt  response. 
If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  proposed  action,  please  contact  Frank  Wcndling  at 
(907)271-5510.  "^ 


Ms.  Elizabeth  Gaar 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  our  shared  goal  to  protect  threatened  and  endangered 
species. 


Sincerely, 


Mr.  Ben  Meyer 
Mr.  Craig  Wingert.  NMFS 
Dr.  Sieve  Zimmerman,  NMFS 
Mr.  Tom  Alien,  BLM 


iGoll 
bgional  Du-ector 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
NstiOTffil  Ooaanto  and  Atmospheric  Adrnfrtistrstion 

MATIONAL  MARINE  FISHLRIGS  GLHVICE 

Southwest  Region 

501  West  Ocean  BoulBVsrd,  Suite  4200 
Long  Beach,  California  90B02-4213 
TEL  (310)  960-4000;  FAX  (310)  980-4018 


JJN  2  6  1997 


F/SW031  :RCW 


Coastal  steelhead,  (5)  Klamath  Mountains  Province  steelhead,  and 
(6)  Central  Valley  steelhead.   Critical  habitat  has  not  been 
proposed  £or  any  of  these  species  of  steelhead  as  yet.   NMFS 
expects  to  publish  a  final  1 isting  decision  regarding  the 
proposal  to  list  these  steelhead  populations  by  August  8,  1997. 


Jolin  Go  11 

Regional   Director 

Minerals   Management    Service 

A-las,co-  Cater   Cantli'ieiiLal    SVlbIl 

949    E.    3Sth  Avenue,    Rooin   603 

Anchorage,    Alaska    99508-4302 

Dear    Mr.    Colli 


Reyiou 


n)lg[l[]W[ 


JUN  :■  D  1997 

flEGICWL  DIRECTOR,  AUSKA  DCS 

Minerals  Management  Service 

ANCHORAGE,  ALASKA 


If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  listed  or  proposed  species 
managed  by  the  Southwest  Region  of  NMFS,  please  contact  Mr.  Craig 
Wingert  at  (310)  980-4021. 


Sincerely, 


Hogarth,  ini.V. 


cting  Regional  Administrator 


Thank  you  for  requesting  information  regarding  the  presence  oE 
Federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  critical 
habitat  that  are  managed  by  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
(NMFS)  and  may  be  affected  by  the  propD.=!ed  oil  and  gas  activities 
that  are  being  analyzed  in  the  Integrated  Activity  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve 
on  the  North  Slope  of  Alas)ca.   This  letter  identifies  those 
species  which  occur  in  California  and  are  managed  by  the 
Southwest  Region  of  NMFS.   You  should  contact  the  Portland, 
Oregon  office  of  our  Horthweet  Regional  office  (503-231-2005)  to 
obtain  information  on  listed  or  proposed  species  occuring  in 
Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon. 

Listed  species  occurring  in  California,  in  addition  to  those 
identified  in  your  letter,  include  the  following:  (1)  endangered 
Sacramento  River  winter-run  chiook  salmon  (55  FK  46515  and  59  FR 
440)  ,  (2)  threat.enerl  Central  California  Coast  coho  salmon  (61  FR 
56138) ,  and  (3)  threatened  Southern  Oregon/Northern  California 
Coast  coho  salmon  (62  FR  34588) .   Critical  habitat  has  been 
designated  for  the  Sacramento  River  winter -run  Chinook  salmon  (58 
FR  33212) .   Critical  habitat  has  not  been  proposed  or  designated 
for  either  of  the  two  species  of  listed  coho  salmon.   Proposed 
species  occurring  in  California  include  several  populations  of 
steelhead  (SI  FR  41541);  (1)  Southern  California  Coastal 
steelhead,  (2)  South-Central  California  Coastal  steelhead,  (3) 
Central  California  Coastal  steelhead,  (4)  Northern  California  ,^ 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDUFE  SERVICE 
IQUaTitdarlU. 


J^   z  m 


AES/ESO 


Memorinduni 


To: 


From: 


State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 


fi,gfffm  RcfiioDal  Director 
Region  7 


CW^^*7kfl\&l^^ 


Subject:  Request  for  List  of  Threatened  tnd  Endmgcnd  Spedes  Potentially  Affected  by 

Proposed  OtJ  and  Gas  Lease  Sale  in  tht  National  Petroleum  Reserve* Alaska 
(NPR-A) 

This  responds  to  your  May  6,  1997,  request  £br  a  &st  of  proposed  and  listed  threatened  and 
endangered  ipedes,  which  may  be  affected  by  activiues,  including  oil  and  gas  feasiiig,  in  the 
northeast  ponion  of  NPR-A  (Planning  Area).  This  infonnation  is  for  your  use  in  preparation  of 
the  lotegntvd  Activity  PlaiVEnvironmeatai  Inipact  Statement,  now  in  progress,  which  will 
address  the  £uU  rai^c  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  rcspons&ilities  for  the  Ptaoiung 
Area. 


We  are  also  providing  a  provisiooal  list  of  eodangered,  threatened,  and  candidate  species 
occuniog  in  coastal  areas  of  Califomit,  Oregon,  and  Waahuigion  (attached).  TUs  Sst  was 
providedlo  u*  by  the  Service's  Regional  Director,  Region  1,  on  June  17.  1997,  for  use  in  the 
evahntxm  of  Outer  C(»itinaital  ShelfLcase  170.  Given  the  recent  date,  it  is  unlikely  that  there 
will  be  uxy  changes  to  this  list,  but  \i«  are  inthe  proc&ss  of  obtaining  Region  I's  concurreocc  for 
use  of  this  list  as  the  basis  for  your  biological  asaesanant  Your  mamonadura  stated  your 
intention  to  roluate  potential  effects  of  oil  transport  by  re&reoce  to  biological  evaluatioM 
preparedforOuterContincntalShclfOi]  and  Gas  Lease  Sales  149,  158,  and  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statemeil  for  Sale  144.  This  decision  waa  made  on  the  basis  that  the  oil 
tnnsport  scenario  for  NPR-A  would  ba  similar  to  those  analyzed  for  tfte  previous  lease  sales.  We 
have  no  objection  to  this  approach,  in  general,  except  to  note  that  additional  analyses  will  be 
necessary  for  species  proposed  or  listed  since  those  documents  were  prepared. 

We  undwstand  that  your  fia£C  and  that  of  MiacraU  Management  Service,  are  operating  under  a 
denun^ng  schedule,  and  we  will  attempt  to  citpedhc  transfer  of  any  additional  infonnatiaa 
Pleaae  contact  Plsfip  Martin  Br(907}  456-0325  if  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this 
response.  We  look  forward  to  continuing  cooperation  through  all  phases  of  the  consultation 
process. 

Attachment 


As  indicated  in  your  memorandum,  there  are  no  designated  or  proposed  critical  habitats  far  any 
listed  or  proposed  species  potentially  affected  by  activities  in  the  Planning  Area.  The  following 
listed  species  occur  in  the  Planning  Area. 


^^tmmon  Name 
Specucled  eider 
Steller's  eider 


ScicmifigNaTng 
Soity  ateriajischeri 
Foiysticta  stellui 


Sutus 

threatened 

threatened  (Alaska  breeding  pop.) 


Please  note  that  threatened  status  for  the  Steller's  eider  win  become  effective  en  July  1 1,  1997. 

Analysis  of  the  potential  eficcts  of  oil  and  gu  leasing  on  spcdea  that  occur  along  the  expeaed 
oil  transport  corridor  is  required.  The  Short-tailed  albatross  {Diomedea  aihcarus)  is  listed  as  a 
'foreign"  endangered  species  under  theEndangn-edSpecies  Aaof  1973,  as  amended;  it  is 
therefore  considered  Listed  anywhere  outside  the  3-mile  territorial  Umii  of  the  United  Stales. 
Whereas  waters  beyond  3  miles  are  regulated  for  United  State*  fisheries  and  off-shore  mining  to 
the  lOO-mite  limit,  the  requirements  for  section  7  consultation  apply  to  activities  that  occur 
between  3  and  200  miles  from  U.S.  shores  relative  to  "doraesiic"  or  "foreign"  species. 
Therefore,  section  7  consultaion  is  required  for  tankering  activitici,  wWch  may  adversely  affect 
short-tailed  albatrosses  in  the  event  of  an  oU  spiU  or  other  manne  accident. 
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ATTACHMENT 

INDANGERED,  THREATENED,  AND  CANDIDATE  SPECIES  AND  SPECIES  OF 
CONCHIN  FOR  COASTAL  AREAS  OF  CALIFORNIA,  OREGON.  AND 
WASHINGTON 


Leithertack  sm  tunle  Dtrmochetys  coriacta  (E,  CH) 

Loggaihead  sea  lunie  Careua  cartna  (T) 

Olive  (-Pacific)  Ridley  sea  turtle  LepidocKeiys  olivacea  (E) 

San  Francisco  faner  snalce  Thamnophls  slnalis  laraxaerUa  (E) 


r.ISTFD 

PadAc  pocket  mouM 
Point  Aicna  mountain  beaver 
Salt  mai^h  harvest  mouse 
Souibem  sea  oner 


Aleutian  Canada  goose 
American  peregrine  falcon 
Bald  eagle  (Wasliingtoii,  Oregon) 
Bald  eajle  (California) 
Brown  pelicin 
California  clapper  rail 
California  leait  tern 
Coastal  California  gnaicaicher 
Least  Beil'i  viteo 
Light-footed  clapper  rail 
Marbled  muneiet 
Northem  spatted  owl 
Southwestern  willow  flycatcher 
Western  snowy  plover 


Perogiuuhus  longmembris  pad/icui  (£) 
Apiodotjiia  ryfa  nigra  (E) 
ReuhrodoTuomys  ravivenirts  (E) 
Enhydra  tuirls  lurels  (T) 


Bruma  canadensis  leucopareia  CO 
Falco  pengrinus  aniuwn  (E) 
Hal'uKtnts  leucacephalus  (T) 
HaUatems  Uucccephalus  (E) 
Pclcauuis  ocdderualis  (E) 
RaUus  tongiromis  obsolttm  (E) 
Stenxa  andRarvm  browtii  (£) 
Polioptila  califomica  caUfbmica  (T) 
Vim  beliii  pusiUia  (E,  CH) 
Rallia  longlrosiris  levlpa  (E) 
Brachyramphui  ma/morofus  (T,  PCH) 
Slrix  occui£niatls  caurina  (T,  (HH) 
Empldoiiia  irailUi  txrimus  (E,  PCH) 
Ouxndrius  alexandrtnus  nivosus  (T,  PCH) 


AMPHTBTANS:  ANH  PCp-nj  pt; 

'^"°)'°  '™''  Bufi  micmscaphai  califomicus  (E) 

California  red-legged  frog  Rana  aarara  draytomi  (T) 

Gieen  sea  tunic  Oichnla  mydas  (E) 

I 


ft«;hf«: 
Delta  smelt 
Tidewater  goby 

WANTS 

Anlioch  Dunes  evening-primrose 

Baker's  stickysced 

Beach  layia 

big-leaved  crownbeaid 

Califocnia  sea^Ule 

Coastal  dune's  milk  vetch 

Contra  Costa  w^Ulflower 

□el  Mat  manaaoiu 

Encinitas  coyote  bush 

Fountain  thistle 

Gambel's  waiciciess 

Howell's  spineflower 

Marin  dwarf-flax 

Marsh  sandwort 

Menzies'  wallilawer 

Monterey  gilia 

Onnjlt's  spineflower 

Pt.  Reyes  clover  lupine 

Presidio  clarlda 

Presidio  manzanita 

Robust  spineflower 

Salt  marsh  biid's-  beak 


Hypcmaui  rrampociftcus  CD  (CH) 
Eucyctogobius  ntwbtrryi  (E) 


Otrwtiura  deltoides  ssp.  howellU  (E) 

Blennoiperma  bakcri  (E) 

Layia  camosa  (£) 

Vtrbtsina  dissiia  (T) 

Suaeda  califomica  (E) 

Aitrajalus  lener  var.  riri  (E) 

Erysimum  capitanan  ssp.  angusiaium  (E) 

Araosiaphylos  glandulosa  ssp.crassijblia  (E) 

Baccharis  vnwssat  (E) 

arsiiint/oruinalr  var./onnnale  (E) 

Honppa  gairbtlill  (E) 

Oiorixaiahe  howcllii  (E) 

Hesptrotinon  congestion  (T) 

^renaria  palwiicola  (E) 

Erysimum  memiesii  (E) 

Gilia  tejiuiflnra  ssp.  arenaria  (E) 

Chorixantht  orcuiiiana  (E) 

Lupinus  tldestromii  var.  iffyneae  (E) 

Ciorkia/ranciscana  (E) 

Arctosfaphylas  hoolcen  ssp.  ravenii  (E) 

Chorizan//ie  robusta  (£) 

Otrdytanshus  maririmtis  ssp.  maritimus  (E) 
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San  Diego  button  ccicry 
San  Mateo  ihommint 
San  Mateo  wooly  sunflower 
Sonoma  spincflower 
Tlbexon  jewcUlowcr 
Tiberon  mariposa  Hly 
Tibcron  painibrush 
Tidcstiom's  clover  lupine 
Water  howellia 
Western  lily 
Whitc-raycd  pcatachacta 
Yadon's  waUflower 

TNVFTtTFRRATF<; 

California  freshwater  shrimp 
Lange's  mecalmaxk  butterfly 
Lotis  blue  butterfly 
Mission  blue  butterfly 
Myrtle's  silvenpot  butterfly 
Oregon  silvcrspot  butterfly 
Palos  Verdcs  blue  buncrfly 
Quino  checkerapoi  bunerfly 
San  BnjDo  elfin  butterfly 
San  Diego  fairy  shrimp 
Smith's  blue  buucrfiy 
Riverside  fairy  shrimp 


Eryn^ium  aristulcuum  var.  parishii  (E) 
Acamhomiiuha  duuonii  (E) 
EriophyUum  laiilabum  (E) 
Choriza/uhs  valida  <E) 
Strepuvahus  niger  (B) 
Calochoma  ciburonensis  (T) 
Casriileja  affinisssp.  mglecta  (K) 
Lupimts  tidesiromii  var,  tidesiromii  {£) 
HoweUia  aquaiilus  (T) 
Lillium  occideneaU  (E) 
Ptntachaesa  btllidiflora  <E) 
Erysimum  menzieyii  ssp.  yadoTdi  (E) 


Syncaris  paci/ica  (E) 
Apodemia  mormo  hmgel  (H) 
Lycaeides  argyrognomon  lods  (E) 
Icaricla  icarioides  missiontnsis  (E) 
Spcyeria  zerene  htppoiyra  (E) 
Speyeria  zerene  hippolyra  (T,CH) 
Claucopsych<  tygdamus  paiosverdesensis  (E) 
Euphydryas  editha  quino  (E) 
Inchalia  mossii  bayensis  (E) 
Branchineaa  sandiegoensis  (E) 
Euphiietes  enoptes  smithl  <E) 
Streprocephaius  woononi  (E) 


ninPnSim  ATVm  rAPJnmATir  (Tnrmi>Hy  r^tt^nry  I  randirlate  "JpftHg^) 

EtSH 

Saciamento  qtUttail 

Bull  trout 
AMPHTOTAW5: 

Califorma  dger  saJamander 

gPPTTTFS 

Alaxaeda  whipsnals 

Behren'5  silverspoi  butterfly 
Callippe  silvcrspot  butterfly 
PLANTS 

Baker's  lark^ur 
Contra  Costa  goldfields 
Hickman's  dnquefoil 
La  gzadosa  thistle 
T..agtma  Beach  Uveforever 
Pallid  manzanita 
Santa  Cruz  tarwecd 
San  Bruno  Mountain  manzaniu 
San  Francisco  icssingia 
Showy  Indian  clover 
Soft-leaved  indian  paintbrush 
Soft  bird's-bcak 
Sonoma  alopecurus 
Spreading  navaiettia 
Thiead-lcaved  brodiaea 
Yellow  larkspur 


Pogonidufcys  macwlepidoms  CPT) 
Salvdinus  cor^uenim  (C) 

Ambystoma  cali/omiense  (C) 

Masctcophis  lateralis  euryxanihus  (PE) 

Speyeria  zerene  behrensH  (PE) 
Speyeria  callippe  caiiippe  (PE) 

Delphinium  bakeri  (Q 
Lasthenia  conjugens  (FT) 
PoteruiUa  hidananii  (PE) 
Cinium  lortcholepis  (C) 
Dudieya  siolonifera  CPE) 
Arciosiophylos  pallida  (PT) 
Hoiocarpha  macradenia  (Q 
Arctosiophylos  imbricaia  (PT) 
Lessingia  germanantm  (PE) 
Tri/ollum  amoenum  (PE) 
Casriiltja  mollis  (PH) 
Cordylanrhus  mollis  ssp.  mollis  (PE) 
Aiopecuna  aetpialh  var,  scmcmtnscs  (PE) 
Navarratia  fossalls  (PT) 
Brodiaea  filifoiia  (PT) 
Deiphinium  tuieum 


T'nhreatened;  £=endangered:  PE=proposcd  endangered;  PT^proposed  threatened; 
par-proposed  critical  htbiiai;  CH-designated  critical  habitat 


C-ll 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


IK«tHr«ti-HlTC 


nSH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

101 1  E  Tudor  RjJ. 
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To; 


State  Director,  Alaska 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


From;  y^yng  Regional  Director 
Region  7 


Subject: 


Endangered  Species  Act  Section  7  Consultation  for  the  Integrated  Activity  PTan 
for  the  Northeast  Portion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska 


This  responds  to  your  December  9,  1997,  request  for  formal  section  7  consultation  pursuant  to 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  for  the  Integrated  Activity  Plan  for  the 
nortlieast  portion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve  -  Alaska.  The  plan  addresses  the  full  range 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  management  responsibilities  in  the  planning  area,  including 
all  ground-impacting  management  actions  such  as  oil  and  gas  leasing,  wildlife  protection, 
subsistence,  and  recreation.  A  chronology  of  the  consultation  actions  up  to  the  present  regardtng 
the  lAP  is  provided  in  Attachment  1 

The  U  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reviewed  the  BLM's  Biological  Evaluation  for  Threatened 
and  Endangered  Species  with  respect  to  the  LAP  for  the  planning  area,  and  other  relevant 
information  to  evahiate  the  effects  of  the  aaivities  associated  with  the  proposed  lAP.  Those 
activities  evaluated  include  ground-impacting  management  actions  such  as  aircraft  use,  hazardous- 
and  solid-materiaJ  removal  and  remediation,  overland  moves,  seismic  activities,  and  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development/production  activities.  Effects  that  are  interrelated  and 
interdependent  to  the  activities  proposed  in  the  lAP  (particularly  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development)  were  also  evaluated  and  include  an  analysis  of  the  potential  effects  of  transporting 
oil  on  listed  and  proposed  species  and  critical  habitat  along  the  shipping  route  for  oil  products 
from  the  planning  area. 

The  format  for  the  following  biological  opinion  includes,  first,  analyses  for  the  listed  species  that 
occur  solely  within  Alaska,  the  threatened  spectacled  eider  {Somateha  fischeri),  the  threatened 
Alaska  breeding  population  of  Sleller's  eider  (PolysUcta  slelleh),  and  the  endangered  short-tailed 
albatross  {Phoetjslna  albatrus),  and  finally,  species  that  occur  within  the  shipping  route  in 
Alaska.  Washington,  Oregon,  and  California    Fifteen  listed  species  and  one  designated  critical 
habitat  are  the  subject  of  this  latter  ponion  of  the  biological  opinion    One  proposed  species  and 
one  proposed  critical  habitat  compnse  ihe  conference  repon. 


Rea.sonahle  and  Prudent  Measures  for  Spectacled  and  Steller's  Eiders 

In  the  following  sections,  the  Service  provides  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  and  terms  and 
conditions  that  would  serve  to  minimize  the  effects  of  tncidentai  take  on  spectacled  and  Steller'  s 
eiders.  The  actions  anticipated  to  cause  adverse  effects  to  the  species  could  occur  via  four 
identified  avenues:  1)  oil  and  gas  facilities  (roads,  runways,  etc.)  providing  access  for  hunters  that 
could  kill  spectacled  or  Steller's  eiders  or  use  lead  shot  in  wetlands  that  could  later  be  ingested  by 
foraging  eiders;  2)  permanent  impacts  to  habitat  such  as  the  filling  of  wetlands  used  for  nesting  or 
other  behaviors;  3)  temporary  or  permanent  changes  in  the  distribution  and/or  numbers  of 
predators  by  refuse  or  other  food  sources  being  made  available;  and  4)  temporary  impacts  to  nest 
success  and  productivity  by  disturbance  from  activities  near  nests  or  brood  rearing  sites.  The 
reasonable  and  prudent  measures  and  terms  and  conditions  included  in  this  biological  opinion, 
therefore,  are  designed  lo  prevent  take  of  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders  through  these  avenues. 


C-12 


95 


% 


The  Scp/ice  believes  that  the  foNowing  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  are  necessary  and 
appropriate  to  minimize  impacis  of  incidental  take  of  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders: 

(1)  Measures  will  be  enacted  to  ensure  that  facilities  and  personnel  associated  with  oil 
and  gas  development  within  the  planning  area  do  not  result  in  take  of  spectaded  or 
Stellcr's  eiders  by  increasing  access  to  the  area  by  sport  and  subsistence  hunters. 
These  measures  will  address  accidental  or  intentional  take  by  shooting  and  indirect 
Ukc  that  would  result  &om  5port  and  Bubaistence  hunters  using  lead  shol  in 
wetland  areas  where  spent  shot  could  later  be  ingested  by  foraging  dders.  T!uj 
objective  could  be  accomplished  either  by:  a)  strictly  enforcing  all  existing 
regulations  that  prohibit  sport  and  subsistence  hunting  of  spectacled  and  SteUer's 
eiders  and  enforcing  prohibitions  on  the  use  of  lead  shot  by  waterfowl  hunters  in 
all  areas  accessed  via  oil  and  gas  facilities;  or  b)  preventing  sport  and  subsistence 
hunters  &om  using  roads,  runways,  and  other  facilities  for  access. 

(2)  Measures  will  be  enacted  to  prevent  temporary  or  permanent  changes  in  the 
distribution  or  numbers  of  predators  by  ensuring  that  food  or  refiise  is  not  made 
available  to  avian  or  mammalian  predators. 

(3)  Temporary  impacts  to  spectacled  and  Steller's  eider  productivity  due  to 
disturbance  and  direct  habitat  impacts  can  be  minimized  by  ensuring  protection  of 
females  with  nesls-  In  areas  where  construction  is  planned.  Service-approved  nest 
surveys  must  be  conducted  during  mid-June  of  each  year  in  which  construction 
activities  are  planned  between  May  30  and  August  3 1 .  The  protocol  and  timing  of 
nesting  surveys  for  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders  will  be  determined  in 
cooperation  with  the  Service,  and  must  be  approved  by  the  Service.  Surv^^ 
should  be  conducted  by  biologists  who  have  previous  experience  with  spectacled 
and/or  Steller's  eider  nest  surveys. 

Terms  and  Conditions  for  Spectacled  and  Steller's  Eiders 

In  order  to  be  exempt  from  the  prohibitions  of  section  9  of  the  Act,  the  BLM  must  comply  with 
the  following  terms  and  conditions,  which  implement  the  reasonable  and  prudent  measures 
described  above  and  outline  required  reporting  /monitoring  requirancnis.   These  terms  and 
conditions  are  non-discretionary. 

To  prevent  accidental  or  intentional  shooting  of  spectacled  or  Steller's  eiders  and  prevent 
the  deposition  of  lead  shot  in  wetlands,  the  BLM  shall  adopt  one  of  the  two  following 
options: 

f  la)      The  BLM  shall  enforce  existing  regulations  that  prohibit  sport  and  subsistence 
hunting  of  spectacled  and  Steller's  eiders  and  the  use  of  lead  shot  for  waterfowl 
hunting  by  persons  accessing  the  area  using  oil  and  gas  facilities  such  as  roads  and 
runways. 


(lb)     TlwBLM  will  prevent  the  use  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  such  as  roads  and  runways  to 
provide  access  for  sport  and  subsistence  hunting. 

(2)       In  the  event  that  option  la  is  adopted,  the  BLM  will  provide  the  Service  with  an 
aiHiual  report  detailing:  a)  the  number,  activity  type,  and  location  of  all  activitiea 
using  oil  and  gas  facilities  such  as  roads  and  runways  as  access;  and  b)  the 
educational  and  enforcement  actions  taken  to  ensure  compliance  with  existing 
regulations,  In  the  event  that  option  lb  is  adopted,  the  BLM  will  provide  the 
Service  with  an  annual  report  detailing  how  hunters  are  prevented  &om  using  oil 
and  gas  fecilities  for  access,  aiKl  this  report  will  be  updated  whenever  there  is  a 
change  in  the  implementation  of  enforcement  of  restrictions. 

To  nunimize  temporary  or  permanent  changes  in  the  distribution,  numbers,  or  surviwf  of 
predators: 

(3)  The  BLM  shall  prevent  oil  and  gas  facilities  and  personnel  from  providing  wildlife 
with  access  to  food  or  reluse.  -\nnuaUy,  the  BLM  will  provide  the  Service  with  a 
report  detailing  the  educational,  regulatory,  and  enforcement  actions  taken  to 
ensure  that  predators  or  scavengers  are  not  given  access  to  human  food  or  refiise. 

(4)  The  BLM  shall  require  permittees  to  use  current  technology  to  prevent  facilities 
from  providing  nesting,  deiming,  or  shelter  sites  for  ravens,  raptors,  and  foxes. 
The  annual  report  required  in  number  (3)  above  shall  also  contain  information  on 
the  use  by  ravens,  raptors,  and  foxes  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  as  nesting,  denning,  or 
shcher  sites, 

To  reduce  temporary  impacts  to  productivity  resulting  from  disturbance: 

(5)  Within  200  meters  of  occupied  spectacled  or  Steller's  eider  nests,  from  May  20 
through  August  1,  ground  level  activity  (by  vehicle  or  on  foot)  will  be  restricted  to 
existing  thoroughfares  and  construction  of  permanent  facilities,  placement  of  fill, 
alteration  of  habitat,  and  introduction  of  high  noise  levels  is  prohibited. 

The  reasonable  and  prudent  measures,  with  their  implementing  terms  and  conditions,  are  designed 
to  minimize  the  impacts  of  incidental  take  that  might  otherwise  result  from  the  proposed  action. 
The  reporting  requirements  contained  in  Terms  and  Conditions  it  2  and  3  above  arc  intended  to 
provide  the  Service  with  the  information  needed  to  evaluate  the  efficacy  of  these  reasonable  and 
prudent  measures  and  terms  and  conditions.  With  implementation  of  these  measures  the  Service 
believes  that  no  more  than  25  spectacled  eiders  plus  12  spectacled  eider  nests,  and  I  Steller's 
eider  plus  I  Steller's  eider  nest  will  be  incidentally  taken.  If,  during  the  course  of  the  action,  this 
level  of  incidental  take  is  exceeded,  such  incidental  lake  represents  new  information  requiring 
review  of  the  reasonable  and  prudent  measures  provided.  The  Federal  agency  must  immediately 
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provide  an  explanation  of  the  causes  of  the  taking  and  review  with  the  Service  the  need  for 
possible  modification  of  the  reasonable  and  prudent  measures. 

Rpa^finahlf  and  Pnideni  Measures  for  Pacific  Coast  Species 

The  Service  believes  the  following  reasonable  and  prudent  measure  is  necessary  and  appropriate 
to  irmumize  the  impact  of  taJce  of  the  salt  marsh  harvest  mouse,  southern  sea  otter,  bald  eaj^ 
peregiine  falcon,  Aleutian  Canada  goose,  marbled  murrelet,  brown  pelican,  western  snowy  plover, 
California  dapper  rail,  light-footed  clapper  rail,  California  least  tern,  tidewater  goby,  delta  smdt, 
and  Sacramento  splittail: 

1    Minimize  the  frequency  and  magnitude  of  oil  spills  from  tankers  carrying  NPR-A  oil. 

Terms  and  Conditions  for  Pacific  Coast  Species 

In  order  to  be  exempt  from  the  prohibitions  of  section  9  of  the  Act,  the  BLM  must  comply  with 
the  following  term  and  condition,  which  implements  the  reasonable  and  prudent  measure 
described  above.  This  term  and  condition  is  non-discretionary. 

1.         NPR-A  oil  can  only  be  transported  in  double-hulled  tankers  that  meet  USCG  licensing  and 
pilot  certification  requirements,  have  adequate  oil  spill  response  equipment  on-board,  and 
comply  with  all  othej  requirements  of  OPA  90  that  fall  under  thejurisdiction  and  authority 
of  BLM. 

With  regard  to  the  proposed  Sacramenio  splittail,  the  incidental  take  statement  provided  in  this 
conference  opinion  does  not  become  effective  until  the  species  is  listed  and  the  conference  opinion 
is  adopted  as  the  biological  opinion  issued  through  formal  consultation.  At  that  time,  the  project 
will  be  reviewed  to  determine  whether  any  take  of  the  Sacramento  splittail  has  occurred. 
Modiiications  of  the  opinion  and  incidental  take  statement  may  be  appropriate  to  reflect  that  take. 
No  take  of  the  Sacramento  splittail  may  occur  between  the  listing  of  the  species  and  the  adoption 
of  the  conference  opinion  as  the  biological  opinion. 

Coordination  of  Incidental  T^kp  Slalemenls  with  Other  Laws.  Reeulalions.  and  Policies 

The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  not  refer  the  incidental  take  of  any  migratory  bird  for 
prosecution  under  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act  of  1918,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C.  §§  703-712),  if 
such  take  is  in  compliance  with  the  icrms  and  conditions  (including  amount  and/or  number) 
specified  herein. 

REINITIATION  -  CLOSING  STATEMENT 

This  concludes  formal  consultation  on  the  actions  outlined  in  the  request.  As  provided  in  50  CFR 
§402.16.  reinitiation  of  formal  consultation  is  required  where  discretionary  Federal  agency 
involvement  or  control  over  the  action  has  been  retained  (or  is  authorized  by  law)  and  if:  (1)  the 
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UNITED   STATES   DEPARTMENT   OF   COMMERCE 
Natjonal  Ocaanic  and  Annosplieiic  Administration 

NMtional  Marine  FJshBfms  Servica 

P.O.  Box  21888 

Juneau.  AlmskB  93902-1688 

June    23,     1998 


Sally  Wialey 

AaaociaCe  State  Director 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Alaska  State  Office 

222  West  V""  Avenue,  #43 

Anchorage,  Alaeka   9  9513-7S99 

De&r  Ma.  wialey: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  concerning  the  Integrated  Activity 
Plan/Environmantal  Impact  Statement  (AP/EI3)  for  management 
actions  within  the  National  Petroleum  Re serve -Ala ska  (NPRA) .   A 
Biological  Evaluation  (BE)  has  been  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  consider  effects  of  these  actions  on 
threatened  or  endangered  species  under  Section  7  of  the 
Endangered  Species  Act;  this  letter  responds  to  that  document. 
The  National  Marine  Fiaherlea  Service  CNMFS]  will  provide 
separate  comments  on  the  AP/EIS. 

The  BE  considers  the  effects  of  leasing  and  exploration 
activities.   Future  development  and  production  phases  within  NPRA 
will  require  re-initiation  of  Section  7  consultation  procedures. 
Nonetheless,  the  BE  presents  discuBsion  and  preliminary  analysis 
of  these  possible  future  actions  so  as  to  allow  a  reasonable 
assessment  of  the  entire  action's  impact  to  threatened  and 
endangered  species.   Presently,  development  and  production 
scenarios  are  too  speculative  to  support  consideration  of  all 
phases,  and  we  concur  with  the  determination  to  approach 
consultation  through  this  incremental  step  process.   Because  all 
development  associated  with  these  management  actions  would  occur 
on  land,  and  because  development  and  production  phases  will 
require  separate  consultation,  this  analysis  has  addressed  the 
andungerad  bowhead  whale  as  the  only  listed  species  which  may  be 
diCeuced  and  fac  which  NMFS  bears  Federal  responsibi]  ity .   The  BIl 
ccncludes  the  bowhead  whale  would  not  be  adversely  affected  by 
che  proposed  management  actions.   We  concur  with  this  assessment. 


06/2B/9S   SON  09:09  PAI 
0</29/g9   FRI  09:01  F42  10TS8a7012 


PRMD  JUNEAU. AK 


-...*  PHltP  If.  ALASKA 


QD03 

0)002 


The  BE  provides  stipulations  to  reduce  or  eliminate  potential 
effects  on  fish  and  wildlife,  including  threatened  or  endangered 
species.   w=  recommend  revision  of  the  proposed  stipulaticns  to 
include  measures  to  reduce  possible  effects  on  bowhead  whales  due 
to  shipping  activities  associated  with  NPRA.   These  should 
include  recommendations  to  avoid  or  minimize  shipping  during 
whale  migrations  from  September  to  mid-October,  operate  vessels 
inside  migratory  routes  when  posElbla,  and  coordinate  large  scale 
marine  supply  actions  (such  as  sea-lift  barge  traffic)  with  the 
Alaska  EskitDo  Whaling  Commission  and  North  Slope  Borough  to  avoid 
interference  with  subsietance  hunts. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment.   Please  refer 
questions  to  Mr.  Brad  Smith  at  (907)  271-5C0S. 

Sincerely, 


■Uiu.- 


.•<!t,1>i,t->-.rt^-7 


Steven  Pennoyer 
Administrator,  Alaska  Region 


Thomas  Napageak,  Alaska  Eskimo  Whaling  Commission,  Barrow. 
Dr.  Tom  Albert,  North  Slope  Borough  Wildlife  Department, 

Barrow. 
Frank  Wendling,  Minerals  Management  Service,  Anchorage, 


C-15 


Section  810 

of 

ANILCA, 

Findings 

and 

Evaluations 


I 


I.  SUBSISTENCE  EVALUATION  FACTORS 

The  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA)  §  810(a)  requires  that  a  subsistence  evaluation  be 
completed  for  any  Federal  Agency  determination  to  "withdraw,  reserve,  lease,  or  otherwise  permit  the  use, 
occupancy,  or  disposition  of  public  lands..."  (16  U.S.C.  §  3120).  A  subsistence  evaluation  under  ANILCA  §  810 
must  be  completed  for  this  lAP/EIS.  The  ANILCA  also  requires  that  this  evaluation  must  include  findings  on  three 
specific  issues: 

1.  the  effect  of  such  use,  occupancy,  or  disposition  on  subsistence  uses  and  needs; 

2.  the  availability  of  other  lands  for  the  purposes  sought  to  be  achieved;  and 

3.  other  alternatives  that  would  reduce  or  eliminate  the  use,  occupancy,  or  disposition  of  public  lands  needed 
for  subsistence  purposes  (16  U.S.C.  §  3120(a). 

If  this  initial  evaluation  results  in  findings  that  the  proposed  action  "may  significantly  restrict"  subsistence  uses, 
ANILCA  §  810  imposes  additional  requirements,  including  provisions  for  notice  to  the  State  and  appropriate 
regional  and  local  subsistence  committees,  a  hearing  in  the  vicinity  of  the  area  involved,  and  the  making  of  certain 
determinations  required  by  Section  810(a)(3)  (16  U.S.C.  §  3120(a)(3). 

The  evaluation  and  findings  required  by  ANILCA  §  810  are  set  out  below  for  each  of  the  six  alternatives  (including 
the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  no-action  alternative)  considered  in  this  EIS. 

To  determine  if  a  significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  and  needs  may  result  from  any  of  the  alternatives 
discussed  in  this  lAP/EIS,  including  their  cumulative  effects,  the  following  three  factors  in  particular  are 
considered: 

1.  reductions  in  the  availability  of  subsistence  resources  caused  by  a  decline  in  the  population  or  amount  of 
harvestable  resources; 

2.  reductions  in  the  availability  of  resources  used  for  subsistence  purposes  caused  by  alteration  of  their 
normal  locations  or  distribution  patterns;  and 

3.  limitations  on  access  to  subsistence  resources,  including  from  increased  competition  for  the  resources 

A  significant  restriction  to  subsistence  may  occur  in  at  least  two  instances:  (1)  when  an  action  substantially  may 
reduce  populations  or  their  availability  to  subsistence  users,  and  (2)  when  an  action  may  substantially  limit  access 
by  subsistence  users  to  resources.  Section  IV  on  Environmental  Consequences  provides  much  of  the  data 
concerning  levels  of  reductions  and  limitations  that  can  be  used  to  determine  whether  the  level  of  effects  of  each 
alternative  is  high  enough  that  there  may  be  a  significant  restriction  to  subsistence.  Section  III  provides  information 
regarding  areas  and  resources  important  for  subsistence  uses  and  the  degree  of  dependence  of  affected  villages  on 
different  subsistence  populations.  The  information  found  in  the  lAP/EIS  is  relied  on  and  incorporated  here. 

A  subsistence  evaluation  and  findings  under  ANILCA  §  810  also  must  include  a  cumulative  impacts  analysis. 
Section  II  below  begins  with  an  evaluation  and  finding  for  the  most  intensive  cumulative  case  as  it  is  discussed  in 
Section  IV-H  of  the  lAP/EIS.  The  cumulative  effects  discussion  is  followed  by  separate  evaluations  and  findings 
for  each  of  the  six  alternatives  in  the  lAP/EIS  and  a  finding  for  each  that  also  considers  the  cumulative  impacts. 
This  approach  helps  the  reader  to  separate  the  subsistence  restrictions  that  may  be  caused  by  activities  proposed  by 
the  lAP  alternatives  from  those  that  may  be  caused  by  the  past,  present,  and  future  reasonably  foreseeable  activities 
that  may  occur  in  the  surrounding  area. 

n.  ANILCA  810(a)  EVALUATIONS  AND  FINDINGS  FOR  THE  CUMULATIVE  CASE  AND  THE 

SIX  ALTERNATIVES 

These  evaluations  are  based  on  the  information  relating  to  the  environmental  and  subsistence  consequences  of  the 
multiple-sales  scenarios  for  the  cumulative  case,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  and  Alternatives  B  through  E  presented 
in  Section  IV  of  the  lAP/EIS.  An  evaluation  and  finding  also  are  made  for  Alternative  A,  the  "no  action" 
alternative.  The  stipulations  discussed  in  Section  II  of  the  lAP/EIS  are  considered  for  the  alternatives  to  which  they 
apply.  The  evaluations  and  findings  focus  mostly  on  caribou,  waterfowl,  and  fish,  which  are  the  most  important 
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subsistence  resources  in  the  planning  area.  Moose,  whales,  and  other  species  also  are  discussed,  when  effects  to 
them  are  relevant  to  the  evaluation  and  findings  for  a  particular  alternative. 

A.  Evaluation  and  Findings  for  the  Cumulative  Case: 

1.  Evaluation:  Cumulative  effects  on  subsistence-harvest  patterns  could  be  caused  by  all  existing  and 

planned  development  activities,  multiple  lease  sales  proposed  for  the  present  NPR-A  planning  area,  possible 
additional  sales  in  the  remainder  of  the  NPR-A  and  other  planned  projects  on  the  North  Slope.  Future  activities 
could  include  Federal  and  State  offshore  lease  sales  and  State  and  private  onshore  activities  and  tran.sportation  of  oil 
and  gas  by  tankers  or  a  pipeline.  Whether  any  of  these  future  activities  actually  would  occur  is  unknown,  but  the 
following  discussion  assumes  that  all  would  reach  the  development  and  production  stage.  See  Section  IV  of  the 
lAP/EIS  for  a  detailed  description  of  the  cumulative-case  scenario,  including  possible  oil  field  and  infrastructure 
development  that  this  evaluation  uses.  This  assessment  and  finding  assume  that  all  future  development  in  the  NPR- 
A  would  be  subject  to  stipulations  of  setbacks  and  seasonal  restrictions  that  are  similar  to  those  proposed  in  the  ZAP. 

Cumulative  effects  on  caribou-calving  distribution  are  likely  to  be  long  term  over  the  life  of  the  oil  fields  but 
probably  local  within  1.86  to  2.48  miles  (3-4  kilometers)  of  roads  located  within  calving  areas.  This  reduction  in 
calving  and  summer  habitat  use  by  cows  and  calves  on  the  Central  Arctic  Herd  (CAH)  and  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Herd  (TLH)  and,  possibly,  the  Western  Arctic  Herd  (WAH)  caribou  from  future  NPR-A  leasing,  represents  a 
functional  loss  of  habitat  that  may  result  in  a  long-term  effect  on  caribou  herd  productivity.  The  ranges  of  the  CAH 
and  the  WAH  primarily  are  outside  the  planning  area,  but  development  activities  that  reduce  their  numbers  could 
lead  to  more  subsistence  hunting-pressure  on  the  TLH;  however,  this  potential  effect  may  not  be  measurable 
because  of  the  great  natural  variability  in  caribou  population  productivity.  Establishing  die  existence  of  a  direct  link 
to  reduced  harvests  or  more  difficult  access  to  subsistence  resources  under  the  cumulative  case  currentiy  is 
impossible,  but  it  is  possible  that  these  effects  may  exist  in  the  future.  The  additional  development  pressure 
envisioned  by  the  cumulative-case  scenario  could  exacerbate  changes  in  abundance  and  productivity  of  caribou  and 
these  changes  may,  in  turn,  adversely  affect  subsistence  harvests. 

There  also  could  be  changes  in  caribou  distribution  patterns  that  could  negatively  affect  subsistence  hunters.  It  also 
is  possible  that  changes  in  the  location  of  caribou  calving  areas  may  affect  subsistence  hunter  success,  if  calving 
caribou  were  to  move  to  areas  that  were  more  difficult  for  subsistence  hunters  to  access. 

Access  by  subsistence  users  to  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  fields  currently  is  restricted.  Stipulations  proposed  by  the  lAP 
are  intended  to  limit  such  broad  restrictions  in  the  planning  area,  but  some  restrictions  for  reasons  of  safety  in  the 
planning  area  as  well  as  elsewhere  could  occur.  Such  a  reduction  to  access  could  negatively  affect  subsistence 
users. 

Any  future  gravel  roads  built  from  the  NPR-A  or  any  other  North  Slope  development  to  the  existing  haul  road  could 
make  access  by  nonsubsistence  hunters  easier,  particularly  if  no  restrictions  on  hunting  from  or  near  the  roads  apply. 
Aldiough  it  is  unlikely  that  such  a  road  would  ever  be  built  and  highly  unlikely  that  unrestricted  access  and  an 
accompanying  increase  in  harvest  would  occur  if  it  were,  any  increase  in  the  numbers  of  hunters  in  the  area  could 
increase  competition  for  caribou. 

The  cumulative  effects  on  muskoxen,  moose,  wolves,  and  wolverines  are  likely  to  be  local  within  about  1  to  2  miles 
of  oil  exploration  and  development  facilities  and  resource  inventory-survey  activities  and  generally  short  term,  with 
no  significant  adverse  effects  on  their  populations. 

Although  there  would  be  more  disturbance  of  waterfowl  (including  black  brandt)  and,  possibly,  more  small 
intermittent  oil  spills  in  the  cumulative  case,  the  overall  effects  on  waterfowl  are  expected  to  be  minimal.  Even  a 
major  oil  spill  would  not  change  this  assessment  because  of  the  nesting  and  feeding  patterns  of  the  waterfowl 
present  in  the  Arctic. 

Fish  habitat  that  is  protected  by  setbacks  would  receive  minimal  impacts  from  most  activities,  although  a  major  oil 
spill  in  the  Colville  River  could  significantly  affect  several  fish  species. 
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The  offshore  oil  development  and  transport  that  is  possible  under  a  cumulative  case  could  result  in  oil  spills  in  tlie 
marine  environment.  Any  oil  spill  tliat  taints,  or  is  perceived  to  taint,  whale  or  otlier  marine  mammals  of  importance 
to  subsistence  users  could  have  a  significant  negative  effect  on  those  users.  If  such  a  spill  affected  migration 
patterns  or  distributions  of  any  marine  mammal  used  for  subsistence,  it  also  would  have  a  significant  negative  effect 
on  subsistence  users.  There  should  be  little  effect  on  any  marine  mammals  from  disturbance  or  noise  and  no  effect 
on  access. 

From  1990  to  1997,  the  North  Slope's  permanent  populafion  grew  at  an  annual  rate  of  2.7  percent,  and  Nuiqsut  was 
the  fastest  growing  village.  This  rate  could  continue  for  the  foreseeable  future  with  or  without  the  development 
envisioned  in  the  cumulative  scenario  discussed  in  the  lAP/EIS.  The  effects  of  such  growth  on  competition  for 
subsistence  resources  are  difficult  to  predict,  but  it  is  possible  that  over  lime  there  will  be  inaeased  competition 
among  local  subsistence  users.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  transient  workers  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  will 
add  to  the  compefifion,  because  they  are  ineligible  for  subsistence  permits  under  exisUng  Federal  and  State 
regulafions. 

2.  Finding:  The  cumulative  case  meets  the  threshold  of  "may  significantly  restrict"  subsistence  resources  or 

their  use  for  caribou  and  requires  a  positive  determinaUon  pursuant  to  ANILCA  §  810.  The  distribufion  of  caribou 
populations  already  may  have  been  affected  by  Prudhoe  Bay  development,  and  access  to  subsistence  resources 
currently  is  restricted  there.  Although  procedures  will  be  in  place  to  ensure  that  future  development  affects  access 
as  little  as  possible,  it  still  is  probable  that  safety  considerations  will  reduce  the  total  area  available  for  subsistence 
purposes.  If  major  oil  spills  occur  in  the  future,  they  could  significantly  affect  both  populations  and  distributions  of 
fish  and  whales  and  other  marine  mammals,  causing  additional  significant  restriction  of  subsistence  activities. 
Population  growth  over  the  life  of  the  plan  could  inaease  competition  for  subsistence  resources  as  could  the 
construction  of  any  road  that  would  make  access  to  subsistence  resources  easer  for  nonsubsistence  hunters. 

These  restrictions  may  affect  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  or  any  other  North  Slope  village.  Subsistence  effects  on 
other  parts  of  Alaska,  including  soutliwestern  Alaska,  would  not  reach  the  "may  significantly  restrict"  threshold, 
because  only  minimal  impacts  on  waterfowl  are  considered  possible  even  for  the  cumulative  case. 

B.  Evaluation  and  Findings  for  the  Preferred  Alternative: 

1.  Evaluation: 

a.  The  Effect  of  Such  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  on  Subsistence  Uses  and  Needs:  Under  the 

Preferred  Alternative,  87  percent  of  the  planning  area  would  be  made  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  A  589,000- 
acre  area  north  and  east  of  and  including  much  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  and  the  lake  itself,  would  be 
unavailable  for  leasing.  Virtually  all  of  the  most  important  waterfowl  habitat  and  a  large  part  the  most  important 
caribou  habitat  are  within  die  unavailable  area.  Calving  grounds  located  outside  of  the  unavailable  area  are 
protected  by  severely  restricting  oil  and  gas  surface  cx;cupancy,  thus  minimizing  any  disturbance.  Important  fish 
habitat  would  be  protected  by  stipulations  that  would  provide  setbacks  of  V2  to  3  miles  on  major  rivers  and  creeks 
and  by  a  no  oil  and  gas  surface  occupancy  provision  within  the  deepwater  lakes  area.  Additionally,  no  surface 
occupancy  would  be  allowed  within  Vi  mile  of  other  fish-bearing  lakes.  This  alternative  would  prohibit  construction 
of  roads  (other  than  temporary  ice  roads)  connecting  the  planning  area  with  the  existing  road  network  outside  the 
planning  area.  Several  stipulations  .specifically  would  address  subsistence-user  concerns  about  maintaining  access 
and  otlier  issues  and  would  provide  them  with  an  effective  way  to  participate  in  future  decisions  potentially 
affecting  subsistence  resources  and  uses. 

The  BLM  would  c(X)perate  with  adjacent  landowners  to  develop  a  Colvillc  River  Management  Plan  for  the  existing 
Colville  River  Special  Area.  Subsistence  would  be  one  of  the  issues  addressed  by  die  plan.  The  BLM  also  would 
recommend  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  add  the  entire  Kikiarorak  and  Kogosukruk  rivers  to  this  Special  Area. 
The  Pik  Dunes  area  would  be  added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area  (TLSA). 

The  combination  of  making  unavailable  for  leasing  the  most  important  area  for  caribou  and  waterfowl,  including 
most  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  and  providing  for  no  surface  occupancy  or  buffers  in  the  forms  of 
setbacks  in  otlier  areas  of  importance  to  caribou,  fish,  moose,  and  furbearers  would  minimize  impacts  on  these 
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resources  from  development.  A  management  plan  that  addresses  subsistence  issues  in  tlie  Colville  River  Special 
Area  could  provide  additional  protection  tor  subsistence  resources,  such  as  mcx>se,  and  subsistence  users.  Adding 
the  Pik  Dunes  area  to  tlie  TLSA  could  benefit  caribou. 

The  level  of  effects  to  subsistence  resources  would  depend  somewhat  on  tlie  timing  of  die  multiple  sales  possible 
under  ttiis  alternative.  Several  sales  held  closely  togedier  would  have  somewhat  more  effect  than  sales  witli  longer 
intervals  between  them.  Even  witli  closely  spaced  multiple  sales  under  this  alternative,  however,  with  so  much 
important  habitat  for  both  waterfowl  and  caribou  being  kept  unavailable  for  leasing  and  the  existence  of  strict 
protecdve  measures  in  the  proposed  stipulations,  including  setbacks  from  fish  habitat  for  areas  that  are  open  to 
leasing,  effects  on  populafions  and  distribufions  of  subsistence  resources  and  uses  would  be  minimal. 

Overall,  short-term,  IcKalized,  nonletlial  impacts  on  population  numbers  and  distributions  from  disturbance  and  oil 
spills  are  expected  on  the  TLH  caribou,  other  terrestrial  mammals,  fish,  waterfowl,  and  bowhead  whales  or  other 
marine  mammals.  These  impacts  would  have  little  effect  on  the  subsistence  harvests  of  any  village  in  or  near  die 
area  and  negligible  impact  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses  outside  die  Nordi  Slope  region,  including 
southwestern  Alaska.  Subsistence-hunter  concerns  about  access  to  resources  and  resource  contamination  are 
accommcxlated  dirough  the  stipulations  including  provisions  for  their  participation  in  each  subsequent  stage  of 
development,  although  access  to  areas  might  be  minimally  restricted  for  safety  reasons.  Prohibiting  a  road  would 
help  minimize  competifion  from  non-subsistence  hunters. 

b.  The  Availability  of  Other  Lands  for  Purposes  Sought  to  be  Achieved  and  Other  Alternatives  that  Would 

Reduce  or  Eliminate  the  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  of  Public  Lands  Needed  for  Subsistence  Purposes: 
Pursuant  to  its  responsibilifies  under  die  Nafional  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  and  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act,  the  BLM  is  developing  an  lAP/EIS  for  this  area  to  determine  what  surface  protecdve 
designations  and  measures  should  be  implemented  and  whether  and  how  to  formulate  an  oil  and  gas  leasing 
program.  With  regard  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  the  planning  area  under  consideration  in  all  of  the  alternatives 
discussed  in  this  document  was  chosen  because  of  its  proximity  to  existing  oil  fields  and  their  accompanying 
infrastructure,  which  could  make  it  economically  practical  to  consider  oil  and  gas  development  at  this  time.  Within 
the  planning  area,  alternatives  ranging  from  making  none  of  the  area  available  for  oil  and  leasing  to  making  it  all 
available  were  considered  and  die  Preferred  Alternative  reflects  die  best  balance  of  all  die  management  goals  for 
this  area.  Other  NPR-A  lands  to  die  west  and  soudi  of  the  planning  area  were  considered  during  the  preplanning 
process,  but  their  increased  distance  from  existing  fields  and  infrastructure  makes  dieir  development  economically 
infeasible  at  this  time.  In  addition,  if  BLM  had  made  lands  available  farther  west,  subsistence  impacts  would  only 
be  shifted  closer  to  Barrow  and  not  eliminated  or,  necessarily,  reduced  because  subsistence  areas  and  uses  extend 
diroughout  die  NPR-A.  Other  possible  BLM-managed  lands  outside  of  the  NPR-A  are  either  too  remote  from 
existing  infrastructure  or  their  oil  and  gas  potential  is  too  low,  or  both;  and  they  also  would  not  satisfy  a  central 
objective  of  diis  planning  process,  which  is  to  plan  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  NPR-A.  State  and  Native 
Corporation  lands  cannot  be  considered  in  a  BLM  plan. 

2.  Findings: 

a.  Without  the  Cumulative  Case:  The  effects  of  die  Preferred  Alternative  fall  below  the  "may  significantly 
restrict"  thre.shold,  which  is  the  test  for  a  positive  finding  under  ANILCA  §  810.  The  impacts  to  subsistence 
resources  and  uses  discussed  above  for  this  alternative  are  minimal.  This  finding  applies  to  villages  in  and  near  die 
planning  area  and  to  subsistence  users  in  odier  regions  of  Alaska,  including  southwestern  Alaska. 

b.  With  the  Cumulative  Case:    Section  II.  A.2  finds  that  die  cumulative  case  presented  in  Section  IV-H  of  the 
lAP/EIS  exceeds  die  "may  significantiy  restrict"  threshold,  and  that  a  positive  ANILCA  §  810  determination  must 
be  made.  Although  the  effects  of  the  activities  proposed  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  fall  below  the  direshold, 
adding  them  to  those  of  the  cumulative  case  results  in  a  level  of  effects  that  "may  significantly  restrict"  subsistence 
uses. 

This  finding  applies  to  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and  to  other  villages  on  the  North  Slope  but  not  to  subsistence 
users  in  other  regions  of  the  State,  including  southwestern  Alaska.  The  exclusion  of  other  regions  is  based  on  die 
fact  that  even  including  the  cumulative  impacts,  possible  effects  to  waterfowl  are  considered  to  be  minimal. 

D-4 


C  Evaluation  and  Findings  for  Alternative  A: 

1.  Evaluation: 

a.  The  Effect  of  Such  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  on  Subsistence  Uses  and  Needs:  This  is  the  iio- 

action  alternative  for  the  lAP,  and  it  proposes  that  existing  management  would  continue.  There  would  be  no  oil  and 
gas  lease  sales,  although  seismic  studies  may  or  may  not  continue  to  occur.  There  are  assessments  in  the  lAP/EIS 
for  both  possibilities,  and  this  evaluation  and  tmding  will  consider  both.  Aboveground  pipelines  could  cross  all 
lands.  Other  activities  that  would  continue  include  guided  and  nonguided  recreation,  nonsubsistence  hunting, 
hazardous-material  cleanup,  and  various  scientific  studies.  Protection  for  subsistence  resources  would  be  provided 
by  existing  Special  Area  designations.  Special  Management  Zones,  and  existing  stipulations. 

Impacts  on  subsistence  for  nonseismic  activities  range  from  negligible  effects  on  fish  and  bowhead  whales  to  minor, 
short-term,  and  local  effects  on  caribou  and  other  terrestrial  mammals,  waterfowl,  and  marine  mammals. 
Subsistence  resources  of  the  communities  of  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  and  Nuiqsut  could  be  affected  periodically  from 
ground-disturbance  activities  and  small  oil  spills,  but  there  would  be  no  effects  on  subsistence  harvests.  Effects 
would  take  the  form  of  very  minor  population  reductions  and/or  short-term  disruptions  of  distribution  patterns. 
Access  to  subsistence  uses  would  not  change  from  the  present  situation  in  which  restrictions  are  nonexistent  within 
the  planning  area. 

Impacts  with  seismic  activity  could  displace  a  few  polar  bears  in  dens  and  affect  a  few  cubs'  survival  but  would  not 
have  a  significant  effect  on  the  bear  population.  Short-term  and  local  effects  may  be  expected  on  caribou  and  other 
terrestrial  mammals  and  waterfowl;  negligible  effects  would  be  expected  on  Arctic  fish  populations  and  bowhead 
whales  and  other  marine  mammals. 

Nonsubsistence  hunting  would  have  little  effect  on  subsistence  users.  No  other  activifies  that  would  continue  under 
the  no-action  alternative  would  have  adverse  effects  on  subsistence. 

h.  The  Availability  of  Other  Lands  for  Purposes  Sought  to  be  Achieved  and  Other  Alternatives  that  Would 

Reduce  or  Eliminate  the  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  of  Public  Lands  Needed  for  Subsistence  Purposes:  As 

this  is  the  no-action  alternative,  none  of  the  other  alternatives  presented  in  the  lAP/EIS  would  reduce  impacts  on 
subsistence  resources  and  uses  more.  The  option  of  no  seismic  studies  would  have  fewer  effects  than  widi  seismic 
studies. 

2.  Finding: 

a.  Without  the  Cumulative  Case:  With  or  without  seismic  activity.  Alternative  A  does  not  reach  the 
threshold  of  "may  significanUy  restrict"  subsistence  uses,  and  a  negative  finding  is  appropriate.  The  level  of 
impacts  discussed  above  for  this  alternative  are  low  to  negligible,  and  there  would  be  no  apparent  effects  on 
subsistence  resources  or  their  disti-ibutions,  harvests,  or  access  in,  or  near,  the  study  area  or  elsewhere  in  the  state, 
including  southwestern  Alaska. 

b.  With  the  Cumulative  Case:    Section  II.  A.2  finds  that  the  cumulative  case  presented  in  Section  IV-h  of  the 
lAP/EIS  exceeds  die  "may  significantiy  restrict"  tiireshold,  and  that  a  positive  ANILCA  §  810  determination  is 
appropriate.  AlUiough  the  effects  of  the  activities  proposed  under  Alternative  A  fall  well  below  the  threshold, 
adding  diem  to  those  of  the  cumulative  case  results  in  a  level  of  effects  that  does  exceed  the  threshold,  and  a 
positive  determination  under  ANILCA  §  810  is  necessary. 

This  finding  applies  to  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and  to  other  villages  on  the  Nordi  Slope,  but  not  to  subsistence 
users  outside  tlie  region,  including  southwestern  Alaska.  The  negative  finding  for  subsistence  users  in  odier  parts  of 
the  State  is  based  on  the  fact  that  even  under  the  cumulative  case,  possible  effects  to  waterfowl  are  considered  to  be 
minimal. 

D.  Evaluation  and  Finding  for  Alternative  B: 
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1.  Evaluation: 

a.  The  Effect  of  Such  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  on  Subsistence  Uses  and  Needs:  This  alternative 
would  make  53  percent  of  the  planning  area  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  while  emphasizing  protection  of 
specific  surface  resources,  including  all  major  subsistence  species.  Aboveground  pipelines  could  cross  all  lands 
except  part  of  the  Colville  River,  and  seismic  studies  could  occur  on  all  lands.  In  areas  that  would  be  open  to 
leasing,  stipulations  would  provide  protective  restrictions  intended  to  protect  subsistence  and  other  resources.  A 
road  connecting  the  planning  area  to  the  existing  haul  road  could  be  authorized.  A  portion  of  the  Colville  River 
would  be  designated  as  a  wild  river  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  a  Bird  Conservation  Area  along  the 
Colville  would  be  proposed,  and  the  Pik  Dunes  would  be  added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 

Effects  to  terrestrial  mammals,  including  caribou,  would  increase  over  those  of  Alternative  A,  but  no  significant 
impacts  to  any  populations  or  their  distributions  are  anticipated.  The  overall  level  of  effects  to  all  species  would 
depend  on  the  timing  of  the  multiple  sales  possible  under  this  alternative.  Several  sales  held  closely  togetlier  would 
have  more  effect  than  sales  with  longer  intervals  between  them.  Even  with  closely  spaced  multiple  sales  under  this 
alternative,  however,  the  most  important  habitat  for  caribou,  waterfowl,  and  fish  would  be  unavailable  for  leasing, 
and  strict  protective  measures  would  be  imposed  in  the  proposed  stipulations  for  areas  that  are  open  to  leasing.  As  a 
result,  effects  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses  would  be  minimal.  Several  stipulations  address  subsistence 
hunters'  concerns  over  access,  and  they  should  help  to  ensure  only  minimal  effects  on  access  to  hunting  areas  in 
certain  safety-related  situations.  Added  pressure  from  nonsubsistence  hunters  would  be  reduced  by  applying 
sfipulations  to  ensure  hunting  is  not  allowed  near  a  new  road.  Adding  lands  on  the  Colville  and  the  Pik  Dunes  area 
to  conservation  units  or  special  areas  potentially  would  have  posifive  effects  on  subsistence  species  and  their  uses. 

b.  The  Availability  of  Other  iMndsfor  Purposes  Sought  to  be  Achieved  and  Other  Alternatives  that  Would 
Reduce  or  Eliminate  the  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  of  Public  Lands  Needed  for  Subsistence  Purposes:  See 
Section  II.A.l  .b  for  a  discussion  of  this  subject  that  applies  to  Alternatives  B  through  E  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

2.  Finding: 

a.  Without  the  Cumulative  Case:  Alternative  B  fails  to  reach  the  "may  significantly  impact"  threshold 
required  for  a  positive  finding  under  ANILCA  §  810.  Some  animal  populations  of  importance  to  subsistence  would 
receive  eitlier  minimal  impacts  or  short-term,  nonlethal  impacts,  and  these  impacts  would  be  higher  than  those  of 
Alternative  A,  but  no  population  would  be  significantly  impacted  as  far  as  its  numbers  or  distributions  are 
concerned.  The  existence  of  stipulations  addressing  subsistence-hunter  access  should  minimize  the  effects  on 
access  to  hunting  areas.  This  finding  applies  to  villages  in  or  near  the  planning  area  as  well  as  to  subsistence  users 
in  other  regions  of  Alaska,  including  southwestern  Alaska. 

b.  With  the  Cumulative  Case:    Section  II.A.2  finds  that  tlie  cumulative  case  presented  in  Section  IV  of  the 
lAP/EIS  exceeds  the  "may  significantly  resti-icf '  tiireshold,  and  that  a  positive  ANILCA  §  810  determination  is 
appropriate.  Although  the  effects  of  the  activities  proposed  under  Alternative  B  fall  below  the  threshold,  adding 
them  to  those  of  the  cumulative  case  results  in  a  level  of  effects  that  does  exceed  the  threshold,  and  a  positive 
finding  under  ANILCA  §  810  is  necessary. 

This  finding  applies  to  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and  to  other  villages  on  the  North  Slope  but  not  to  subsistence 
users  in  other  regions  of  the  State,  including  southwestern  Alaska.  The  negative  finding  for  subsistence  resources 
and  uses  outside  the  North  Slope  region  is  based  on  the  fact  that  even  under  the  cumulative  case,  possible  effects  to 
waterfowl  are  considered  to  be  minimal. 

E.  Evaluation  and  Finding  for  Alternative  C: 

1.  Evaluation: 

a.  The  Effect  of  Such  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  on  Subsistence  Uses  and  Needs:  Alternative  C 

would  make  72  percent  of  the  planning  area  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  most  important  habitat  for 
caribou  and  waterfowl  would  be  kept  unavailable  for  leasing  as  would  some  important  fish  habitat;  however,  the 
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area  south  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  where  some  of  tJie  deep  lakes  contain  high-value  fish  habitat  would  be  made 
available  for  leasing,  and  protection  would  be  provided  by  setbacks  from  fish  lakes  and  streams.  A  portion  of  the 
Colville  River  would  be  included  as  a  scenic  river  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  a  Bird  Conservafion  Area 
would  be  proposed  along  the  Colville,  and  the  Pik  Dunes  would  be  added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 
Aboveground  pipelines  could  cross  all  lands,  and  seismic  studies  could  occur  on  all  lands.  A  road  connecting  the 
planning  area  to  the  exisfing  haul  road  could  be  authorized.  In  areas  that  would  be  open  to  leasing,  stipulaUons 
would  provide  protective  restrictions  intended  to  protect  subsistence  and  other  resources. 

Alternative  C  would  result  in  a  slight  increase  in  effects  from  those  discussed  for  Alternative  B,  but  impacts  to 
terrestrial  mammals,  (including  caribou  and  moose  and  furbearers)  and  bowhead  whales  and  other  marine  mammals 
still  would  be  minor,  short  term,  and  localized.  Increases  in  disturbance  and  oil  spills  are  expected,  but  overall 
populations  would  not  be  impacted.  The  level  of  effects  to  waterfowl  and  fish  would  depend  somewhat  on  the 
timing  of  the  multiple  sales  possible  under  this  alternative.  Several  sales  held  closely  together  would  have  more 
effects  than  sales  with  longer  intervals  between  them.  Even  with  closely  spaced  multiple  lease  sales  under  this 
alternative,  however,  the  most  important  habitat  for  caribou,  waterfowl,  and  some  of  the  important  fish  habitat 
would  be  unavailable  for  leasing,  and  stiict  protective  measures  would  be  imposed  in  the  proposed  stipulations  for 
areas  that  are  open  to  leasing.  As  a  result,  effects  on  subsistence-resource  numbers  and  distributions  would  be 
minimal.  Effects  to  resources  harvested  by  subsistence  hunters  would  have  little  impact  on  overall  harvests. 

Concerns  about  subsistence-hunter  access  to  resources  would  be  addressed  through  a  required  consultation  process, 
although  there  might  be  some  very  limited  restriction  of  access  to  some  areas  for  safety  reasons.  Added  pressure 
from  nonsubsistence  hunters  would  be  reduced  by  applying  stipulations  to  ensure  hunting  is  not  allowed  near  a  new 
road.  Aboveground  pipelines  could  cross  all  lands  within  the  planning  area  but  would  have  to  be  designed  to  avoid 
disruptions  of  caribou  migration  patterns.  Adding  lands  on  the  Colville  and  the  Pik  Dunes  area  to  conservation 
units  or  special  areas  potentially  would  have  positive  effects  on  subsistence  species  and  their  uses. 

b.  The  Availability  of  Other  Lands  for  Purposes  Sought  to  be  Achieved  and  Other  Alternatives  that  Would 

Reduce  or  Eliminate  the  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  of  Public  Lands  Needed  for  Subsistence  Purposes:  See 
Section  ll.A.l.b  for  a  discussion  of  this  subject  that  applies  to  Alternatives  B  through  E  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

2.  Finding: 

a.  Without  the  Cumulative  Case:  Alternative  C  does  not  reach  the  "may  significantly  impact"  threshold 
required  for  a  positive  finding  under  ANILCA  §  810.  Impacts  to  populations  and  distributions  of  subsistence 
resources  would  be  minimized  by  not  leasing  important  caribou  and  waterfowl  areas  and  by  including  stipulations  to 
protect  important  habitat  for  fish  and  other  .species.  This  finding  applies  to  villages  in  or  near  the  planning  area  as 
well  as  to  subsistence  uses  in  other  regions  of  Alaska,  including  southwestern  Alaska. 

b.  With  the  Cumulative  Case:    Section  II.  A. 2  finds  that  the  cumulative  case  presented  in  Section  IV-H  of  the 
lAP/EIS  exceeds  tlie  "may  significantly  restrict"  threshold,  and  that  a  positive  ANILCA  §  810  determination  is 
therefore  appropriate.  Although  the  effects  of  tlie  activities  proposed  under  Alternative  C  fall  below  the  threshold, 
adding  them  to  those  of  the  cumulative  case  results  in  a  level  of  effects  that  does  exceed  the  threshold,  and  a 
positive  determination  under  ANILCA  §  810  is  necessary. 

This  positive  finding  applies  to  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and  to  other  villages  on  the  North  Slope  but  not  to 
subsistence  resources  and  uses  in  other  parts  of  Alaska,  including  southwestern  Ala.ska.  The  negative  finding  for 
subsistence  uses  outside  the  North  Slope  region,  including  southwestern  users,  is  based  on  the  fact  diat  even  under 
the  cumulative  case,  possible  effects  to  waterfowl  are  considered  to  be  minimal. 

F.  Evaluation  and  Finding  for  Alternative  D: 

1.  Evaluation: 

a.  The  Effect  of  Such  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  on  Subsistence  Uses  and  Needs:  Alternative  D 
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would  make  90  percent  of  the  planning  area  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  only  area  that  would  be 
unavailable  is  lcx;ated  to  tlie  nortli  and  west  of  Tcshekpuk  Lake  and  includes  all  of  the  high-value  habitat  for  molting 
geese,  464,000  acres  of  important  caritxiu  habitat,  and  a  smaller  number  of  acres  of  important  tish  habitat.  The 
755,000  acres  of  important  caribou  habitat  that  would  be  made  available  for  leasing  would  be  subject  to  protective 
sea.sonal  and  other  stipulations  to  reduce  impacts  from  disturbance  and  oil  spills  to  both  the  habitat  and  the  caribou. 
Other  stipulations  would  provide  protection  for  important  subsistence  fish,  waterfowl,  and  other  resources  in  the 
entire  available  area  by  providing  seasonal  restrictions  and  setbacks  from  waterbodies  and  wetlands.  A  portion  of 
the  Colville  River  would  be  included  as  a  recreational  river  in  tlie  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  the  river  would  be 
proposed  as  a  Bird  Conservation  Area,  and  tlie  Pik  Dunes  would  be  added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 
Aboveground  pipelines  could  cross  all  lands  within  the  planning  area  but  would  have  to  be  designed  to  avoid 
disruptions  of  caribou  migration  patterns.  A  road  connecting  the  planning  area  to  the  existing  haul  road  could  be 
authorized. 

Effects  from  multiple-sales  under  the  scenario  for  this  alternative  could  increase  the  numbers  of  calving  carikiu 
displaced  by  oil  field  development  over  the  relatively  modest  effects  of  one  lease  sale.  This  effect  would  persist 
over  the  life  of  any  oil  fields  and  may  reduce  productivity  and  abundance  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou.  The  level  of 
effects  to  waterfowl  and  fish  would  depend  on  the  timing  of  the  multiple  sales  possible  under  this  alternative. 
Several  sales  held  closely  together  would  have  more  effects  than  sales  with  longer  intervals  between  tliem.  Even 
with  closely  spaced  multiple  lease  sales  under  this  alternative,  however,  the  most  important  habitat  for  waterfowl 
and  some  of  the  important  fish  habitat  would  be  unavailable  for  leasing,  and  strict  protective  measures  would  be 
imposed  in  the  proposed  stipulations  for  areas  that  are  open  to  leasing.  As  a  result,  the  effects  on  populations  and 
distributions  of  subsistence  resources  and  their  uses  would  be  minimal. 

Concerns  about  subsistence-hunter  access  to  resources  would  be  addressed  through  a  required  consultation  process, 
although  there  might  be  some  very  limited  restriction  of  access  to  some  areas  for  safety  reasons.  Added  pressure 
from  nonsubsistence  hunters  would  be  reduced  by  applying  stipulations  to  ensure  hunting  is  not  allowed  near  a  new 
road.  Adding  lands  on  the  Colville  and  the  Pik  Dunes  area  to  conservation  units  or  special  areas  potentially  would 
have  positive  effects  on  subsistence  species  and  their  uses.  Effects  on  all  subsistence  species  would  be  higher  than 
those  expected  for  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  and  tlie  Preferred  Alternative. 

b.  The  Availability  of  Other  Lands  for  Purposes  Sought  to  be  Achieved  and  Other  Alternatives  that  Would 

Reduce  or  Eliminate  the  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  of  Public  iMnds  Needed  for  Subsistence  Purposes:  See 

Section  II.A.l.b  for  a  discussion  of  this  subject  that  applies  to  Alternatives  B  tlirough  E  and  the  Preferred 
Alternative. 

2.  Finding: 

a.  Without  the  Cumulative  Case:  Alternative  D  meets  tlie  tlireshold  of  "may  significantly  restrict" 
subsistence  resources  or  their  use  for  caribou  and  thus  requires  a  positive  determination  pursuant  to  ANILCA  §  810. 
The  effect  of  muUiple  sales  would  be  increased  development  impacts  and  could  result  in  deaeases  in  habitat 
availability  and  consequent  shifts  in  resource  distribufion  and  concomitant  decreases  in  the  areas  available  to 
subsistence  hunters.  This  could  make  access  more  difficult  and  reduce  subsistence  harvests  in  Barrow,  Atqasuk, 
and  (especially)  Nuiqsut.  The  unavailability  of  most  key  waterfowl  habitat  for  leasing  and  proposed  setbacks  and 
restricfions  in  available  areas  would  result  in  only  minimal  impacts  to  waterfowl  and  fish.  A  negative  finding  is 
tlierefore  appropriate  for  uses  of  these  species,  because  waterfowl  would  experience  only  minor  effects.  This 
finding  applies  to  all  of  Alaska,  including  the  southwestern  area  of  the  State. 

b.  With  the  Cumulative  Case:    Section  II.  A. 2  finds  that  the  cumulative  case  presented  in  Secfion  IV  of  the 
lAP/EIS  exceeds  the  "may  significantly  restrict"  threshold,  and  that  a  positive  ANILCA  §  810  determination  is 
appropriate.  The  Central  Arctic  caribou  herd  is  most  affected  by  the  actions  of  the  cumulafive  case,  while  it  is  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  herd  tliat  Alternative  D  may  significantly  affect.  Overall,  restricfions  on  two  herds  could  make  it 
more  difficult  for  subsistence  caribou  hunters  to  meet  tlieir  needs. 

This  finding  applies  to  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and  to  otlier  villages  on  the  North  Slope,  but  not  to  subsistence 
uses  outside  the  region,  including  soudiwestern  Alaska.  The  ncgauvc  finding  for  other  regions  of  the  State  is  based 
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on  the  fact  that  even  under  the  cumulative  case,  possible  effects  to  waterfowl  are  expected  to  be  minimal. 
G.  Evaluation  and  Finding  for  Alternative  E: 

1.  Evaluation: 

a.  The  Effect  of  Such  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  on  Subsistence  Uses  and  Needs:  This  alternative 
makes  100  percent  of  the  planning  area  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Protection  of  key  subsistence  species  and 
their  habitat  relies  on  a  combination  of  seasonal  restrictions  and  setbacks  discussed  in  Section  II  of  the  lAP/EIS. 
Aboveground  pipelines  could  cross  all  lands  within  the  planning  area  but  would  have  to  be  designed  to  avoid 
disruptions  of  caribou  migration  patterns.  A  road  connecting  the  planning  area  to  the  existing  haul  road  could  be 
autliorized.  A  Bird  Conservation  Area  on  the  Colville  River  would  be  proposed,  and  the  Pik  Dunes  area  would  be 
added  to  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area. 

The  oil  fields  projected  under  the  development  scenario  for  tliis  alternative  arc  expected  to  persistently  displace 
calving  Teshekpuk  Lake  caribou,  and  this  displacement  may  reduce  productivity  and  abundance  of  the  herd. 
Overall,  effects  are  not  expected  to  have  significant  impacts  on  subsistence  harvest  patterns  in  Barrow  and  Atqasuk, 
although  they  might;  and  the  chances  are  higher  that  oil-development  activity  would  make  Nuiqsut's  access  to  and 
pursuit  of  caribou  more  difficult.  Setbacks  restricting  oil  and  gas  activities  from  the  shores  of  lakes  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  goose-molting  area  are  expected  to  effectively  ensure  that  impacts  to  subsistence  waterfowl  species 
would  be  localized  and  temporary.    Effects  to  otlier  subsistence  species  are  expected  to  be  minimal. 

Concerns  about  subsistence-hunter  access  to  resources  would  be  addressed  tlirough  a  required  consultation  pr(x;ess, 
although  there  might  be  some  very  limited  restriction  of  access  to  some  iireas  for  safety  reasons.  Added  pressure 
from  nonsubsistence  hunters  could  be  reduced  by  applying  stipulafions  to  ensure  hunting  is  not  allowed  near  a  new 
road  .  Adding  lands  on  the  Colville  and  tlie  Pik  Dunes  area  to  conservafion  areas  or  special  areas  potentially  would 
have  positive  effects  on  subsistence  species  and  their  uses.  Because  this  alternative  opens  a  larger  portion  of  the 
planning  area  than  any  other  alternative,  its  impacts  to  subsistence  are  expected  to  be  the  most  extensive  of  the  six. 

b.  The  Availability  of  Other  Lands  for  Purposes  Sought  to  he  Achieved  and  Other  Alternatives  that  Would 
Reduce  or  Eliminate  the  Use,  Occupancy,  or  Disposition  of  Public  Lands  Needed  for  Subsistence  Purposes:  See 

Section  II.A.Lb  for  a  discussion  of  this  subject  that  applies  to  AlternaUves  B  through  E  and  the  Preferred 
Alternafive. 

2.  Finding: 

a.  Without  the  Cumulative  Case:  Alternafive  E  meets  tlie  threshold  of  "may  significanUy  restrict" 
subsistence  resources  or  their  use  for  caribou  and  requires  a  positive  determination  pursuant  to  ANILCA  §  810. 
Possible  effects  to  calving  caribou  in  the  Teshekpuk  lake  area  could  cause  population  losses,  changes  in  distribution 
and  subsistence  impacts  that  would  meet  tliis  threshold.  These  effects  may  make  access  more  difficult  and  reduce 
subsistence  harvests  in  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  and  (especially)  Nuiqsut.  These  effects  would  be  felt  most  strongly  in 
Nuiqsut  and  to  a  lesser  extent  in  Barrow  and  Atqasuk.  Because  the  effects  under  this  alternative  to  waterfowl  and 
other  species  would  be  localized  and  temporary,  the  "may  significantly  restrict"  threshold  would  not  be  met  for 
these  species,  and  there  also  would  be  minimal  effect  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses  in  other  regions  of  the 
State,  including  southwestern  Alaska. 

b.  With  the  Cumulative  Case:  Section  II.A.2  finds  that  tlie  cumulafive  case  presented  in  Section  IV-H  of  the 
lAP/EIS  exceeds  the  "may  significantly  restrict"  threshold,  and  that  a  positive  ANILCA  §  810  determination  is 
appropriate.  The  Central  Arctic  caribou  herd  is  most  affected  by  the  actions  considered  in  the  cumulative  case, 
while  it  is  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  herd  that  Alternative  E  may  significantiy  effect.  Overall,  restrictions  on  two  herds 
could  make  it  much  more  difficult  for  subsistence  caribou  hunters  to  meet  their  needs.  No  other  subsistence 
resources  or  uses  exceed  \he.  "may  significantiy  restrict"  tlireshold. 

This  finding  applies  to  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Nuiqsut,  and  to  other  villages  on  the  North  Slope,  but  not  to  subsistence 
uses  in  other  regions  of  the  State,  including  soutliwestern  Alaska.  The  negative  finding  for  other  regions  of  Alaska 
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is  based  on  the  fact  tliat  even  under  the  cumulative  case,  possible  effects  to  waterfowl  are  considered  to  be  minimal. 

III.  NOTICE  AND  HEARINGS 

The  ANILCA  §  810(a)  provides  that  no  "withdrawal,  reservation,  lease,  permit,  or  other  use,  occupancy  or 
disposition  of  the  public  lands  which  would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  shall  be  effected"  until  tlie 
Federal  Agency  gives  tlie  required  notice  and  holds  a  hearing  in  accordance  with  §  810(a)(1)  and  (2).  The  BLM 
provided  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  on  December  5,  1997,  that  it  had  made  positive  findings  pursuant  to  §  810 
tliat  Alternatives  D  and  E  in  the  lAP/EIS  met  the  "may  significantly  restrict"  threshold.  Public  hearings  were  held 
in  Nuiqsut,  Atqasuk,  Anaktuvuk  Pass,  and  Barrow  from  Januiiry  12-15,  1998.  At  the  request  of  the  Associated 
Council  of  Village  Presidents,  a  public  hearing  was  held  in  Bethel  on  May  12,  1998,  to  give  the  people 
southwestern  Alaska  an  opportunity  to  comment.  Notice  of  this  hearing  appeared  in  tlie  Federal  Register  on  April, 
5,  1998.  Many  of  the  speakers  at  these  hearings  indicated  their  concerns  that  any  development  within  the  planning 
area  minimize  impacts  on  subsistence  resources.  While  most  were  not  necessarily  opposed  to  some  kind  of  oil  and 
gas  development,  they  also  wanted  dieir  opportunities  to  pursue  subsistence  activities  to  continue. 

Much  concern  about  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  many  existing  and  proposed  oil  and  gas  projects  on  the  North 
Slope  was  expressed  in  these  hearings  and  in  the  public  comments  received  as  part  of  the  NEPA  process.  In 
response  to  this  comment,  BLM  reconsidered  its  ANILCA  §  810  evaluation  and  determined  that  the  cumulative 
effects  of  all  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  development  on  the  North  Slope  met  the  "may  significantly 
restrict"  threshold  for  all  alternatives,  altliough  only  Alternatives  D  and  E  meet  this  threshold  on  their  own.  This 
document  reflects  that  decision. 

IV.  SUBSISTENCE  DETERMINATIONS  UNDER  §  810(a)(3)(A),  (B),  and  (C) 

The  ANILCA  §  810(a)  provides  that  no  "withdrawal,  reservation,  lease,  permit,  or  other  use,  occupancy  or 
disposition  of  the  public  lands  which  would  significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses  shall  be  effected"  until  the 
Federal  Agency  gives  tlie  required  notice  and  holds  a  hearing  in  accordance  with  §  810(a)(1)  and  (2),  and  makes  the 
three  determinations  required  by  §  810(a)(3)(A),  (B),  and  (C).  The  BLM  has  found  in  this  subsistence  evaluation 
that  all  the  alternatives  considered  in  this  lAP/ElS  (including  the  no-action  alternative),  when  considered  together 
with  all  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  cumulative  effects  discussed  in  the  EIS,  may 
significantly  restrict  subsistence  uses.  Therefore,  BLM  undertook  die  notice  and  hearing  procedures  required  by 
ANILCA  §  810(a)(1)  and  (2),  as  described  above,  and  now  must  make  die  three  determinations  required  by  § 
810(a)(3)(A),  (B),  and  (C).  16  U.S.C.  §  3120(a)(3)(A),  (B),  and  (C). 

Agency  acfion  to  wididraw,  lease,  or  otherwise  permit  a  use,  occupancy,  or  disposition  of  the  public  lands  that  may 
result  in  a  significant  restricfion  on  subsistence  uses  may  be  effectuated  only  after  the  agency  has  determined  that: 

(A)  such  a  significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  necessary,  consistent  with  sound  management 
principles  for  the  ufilization  of  die  public  lands; 

(B)  the  proposed  activity  will  involve  the  minimal  amount  of  public  lands  necessary  to  accomplish  the 
purposes  of  such  use,  occupancy,  or  odier  disposition;  and 

(C)  reasonable  steps  will  be  taken  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  upon  subsistence  uses  and  resources 
resulting  from  such  actions.l6  U.S.C.  §  3120(a)(3)(A),  (B),  and  (C). 

The  determinations  below  satisfy  these  ANILCA  requirements. 

A.  Significant  restriction  of  subsistence  uses  is  necessary,  consistent  with  sound  management  principles 

for  the  utilization  of  the  public  lands.  The  NPRPA  provides  for  "an  expeditious  program  of  competitive  leasing  of 
oil  and  gas"  in  tlie  NPR-A  "notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law"  (42  U.S.C.  §  6508).  At  die  same  time,  the 
statute  also  requires  that  all  oil  and  gas  activities  "undertaken  pursuant  to  tliis  section  shall  include  or  provide  for 
such  conditions,  restrictions,  and  prohibitions  as  the  Secretary  deems  necessary  or  appropriate  to  mitigate 
reasonably  foreseeable  and  significantly  adverse  effects  on  die  surface  resources"  of  the  NPR-A.  Id.  It  was  in 
furtherance  of  these  dual  objectives,  together  witli  other  management  guidance  found  in  the  NPRPA,  FLPMA, 
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NEPA,  and  ANILCA  that  this  lAP/EIS  was  undertaken.  After  considering  a  broad  range  of  alternatives,  a  Preferred 
Alternative  was  developed  tliat  provides  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  also  puts  in  place  numerous  protective 
designations  and  measures  for  important  subsistence  resources  and  subsistence-use  areas.  The  consideration  of 
where  exactly  to  allow  leasing  within  the  planning  area  and  where  to  exclude  it,  and  whether  to  prohibit  surface 
occupancy  or  to  provide  other  protective  stipulations,  required  a  careful  balancing  of  sound  management  principles 
as  set  out  in  the  NPRPA,  FLPMA,  and  other  statutes.  The  balance  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  considers  the 
necessity  for  economically  feasible  lease  sales  and  also  provides  maximum  effective  protections  minimizing  any 
impacts  on  subsistence  resources  and  uses. 

For  example,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  coastal  resources  of  importance  to  subsistence  users  such  as  fish, 
whales,  marine  mammals,  and  birds  are  protected  by  not  allowing  leasing  and  restricting  most  surface  occupancy  in 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Surface  Protection  Area.  Virtually  the  entire  goose  molting  LUEA  is  excluded  from  leasing, 
and  leasing  or  surface  occupancy  also  is  eliminated  or  restricted  in  the  great  majority  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
Caribou  Habitat  LUEA.  Subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  areas  around  Teshekpuk  Lake,  along  Fish  and  Judy 
creeks,  the  Ikpikpuk  and  Miguakiak  rivers,  and  along  the  Colville,  Kikiakrorak,  and  Kogosukruk  rivers  are  protected 
by  restricting  most  surface  occupancy  asstx;iated  witli  oil  and  gas  activities  in  those  areas.  Deep  lakes  supporting 
fish  are  surrounded  by  buffers,  and  subsistence  camps  and  cabins  are  protected  by  significant  setbacks  and  surface 
occupancy  restrictions.  The  Preferred  Alternative  also  would  establish  specific  procedures  and  advisory  bodies  to 
address  subsistence  concerns  and  to  provide  a  mechanism  for  continued  research,  consultation  with  subsistence 
users  and  conflict  avoidance  at  each  subsequent  stage  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development.  Stipulations  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative  provide  for  continued  reasonable  access  by  subsistence  users  through  developed  areas  to 
avoid  as  much  as  possible  any  restrictions  on  access  to  subsistence  resources.  An  interconnecting  road  network 
connecting  the  planning  area  to  existing  oil  fields  to  the  east  was  specifically  prohibited  in  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
thus  alleviating  concerns  about  any  possible  increased  competition  for  subsistence  resources  from  persons  residing 
outside  the  region. 

These  measures  and  others  contained  in  the  stipulations  applied  to  the  Preferred  Alternative  were  proposed 
specifically  to  ensure  that  subsistence  resources  and  uses  are  not  significantly  restricted  by  the  proposed  action. 
Because  of  the  numerous  restrictions  and  protections  incorporated  as  part  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  BLM  has 
found  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  by  itself  would  not  result  in  significant  restrictions  of  subsistence  resources  and 
uses.  However,  considered  together  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  cumulative  effects  of 
possible  oil  and  gas  activities  on  adjacent  lands,  including  State,  privately  owned,  and  offshore  areas  that  are  not 
under  BLM's  control,  tlie  possibility  exists  that  all  the  activities  combined  may  significantly  restrict  subsistence 
uses.  This  possible  restriction  on  subsistence  uses  could  be  lessened  somewhat  by  not  making  any  of  the  planning 
area  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing,  but  this  would  not  accomplish  the  statutory  management  objectives  the  lAP 
was  undertaken  to  address.  Moreover,  even  if  BLM  were  to  adopt  the  no-action  alternative,  the  cumulative  impacts 
on  surrounding  lands  still  reaches  the  may-significantly-restrict  threshold  under  ANILCA  §  810. 

The  BLM  has  considered  and  balanced  all  these  factors;  including,  most  prominently,  the  carefully  crafted 
restrictions  and  limitations  that  were  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  address  subsistence  concerns  and  to 
provide  significant  protection  for  subsistence  resources  and  uses.  The  BLM  has  been  determined  that  the 
significant  restriction  that  may  occur  under  the  Preferred  Alternative,  when  considered  togetlier  witli  all  the  possible 
impacts  of  the  cumulative  case,  is  necessary,  consistent  with  sound  management  principles  for  the  use  of  these 
public  lands,  for  BLM  to  fulfill  the  management  goals  for  the  planning  area  as  guided  by  the  statutory  directives  in 
the  NPRPA,  FLPMA,  and  other  applicable  laws. 

B.  The  proposed  activity  will  involve  the  minimal  amount  of  public  lands  necessary  to  accomplish  the 

purposes  of  such  use,  occupancy,  or  other  disposition.  The  BLM  has  determined  tliat  the  Preferred  Alternative 
involves  the  minimal  amount  of  public  lands  necessary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  I AP.  Deciding  where  and 
how  much  land  to  make  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  within  the  planning  area  involves  the  consideration  of  a 
number  of  factors,  including  where  the  high  potential  areas  for  oil  and  gas  resources  are  found  within  the  planning 
area,  the  amount  and  location  of  lands  that  are  necessary  for  leasing  to  have  an  economically  feasible  leasing 
program,  the  importance  of  surface  resources  and  uses,  and  die  measures  which  can  be  taken  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
the  possibility  of  a  significant  restriction  on  subsistence.  Given  these  important  factors,  the  process  for  determining 
which  lands  to  offer  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  NPR-A  did  not  focus  solely  on  minimizing  the  total  number  of 

D-11 


acres  offered,  although  that  was  a  factor.  That  approach  likely  would  have  resulted  in  holding  a  lease  sale  in  the 
highest  prospect  oil  and  gas  zone,  which  might  have  involved  less  overall  acreage  but  undoubtedly  would  have 
consisted  ol'  the  northernmost  part  of  the  planning  area,  which  is  also  tlie  most  critical  habitat  for  important 
subsistence  resources. 

The  BLM's  approach  was  to  balance  the  need  to  make  sufficient  lands  available  for  leasing  to  achieve  an 
economically  feasible  lease  program  while  placing  off  limits  or  restricting  development  activities  on  the  lands  that 
are  most  important  for  subsistence  resources  and  uses.  As  described  under  (A),  above,  the  Preferred  Alternative 
accomplished  this  balance  by  excluding  tlie  most  sensitive  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  areas  from  leasing  and  protecting 
subsistence  uses  through  surface  occupancy  restrictions  such  as  setbacks,  prohibitions  on  the  types  of  surface 
acfivifies,  and  stipulafions  to  protect  important  subsistence  use  areas  on  lakes  and  rivers  and  near  existing 
subsistence  camps  and  cabins. 

The  BLM  has  determined  that  the  careful  balance  reflected  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  involves  the  minimal 
amount  of  public  lands  necessary  to  accomplish  tlie  purposes  of  the  lAP.  The  BLM  has  made  available  the 
minimum  lands  it  has  determined  are  necessary  to  carry  out  its  leasing  program  while  sfill  excluding  or  restricting 
oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  areas  most  important  for  subsistence  resources  and  uses. 

C.  Reasonable  steps  will  be  taken  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  upon  subsistence  uses  and  resources 

resulting  from  such  actions.  When  BLM  began  its  NEPA  scoping  process  for  tliis  lAP/EIS,  it  internally  identified 
subsistence  as  one  of  the  major  issues  that  the  lAP  must  address.  The  results  of  initial  public  scoping  meetings  in 
the  villages  of  the  North  Slope  supported  this  conclusion,  and  BLM  held  a  public  workshop  in  Barrow  to  further 
identify  subsistence  concerns  and  to  seek  ideas  from  subsistence  users  about  how  to  address  these  concerns.  Many 
of  the  ideas  discussed  at  tlie  workshop  are  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative,  most  notably  the  Subsistence 
Advisory  Panel,  whose  purpose  is  to  ensure  subsistence  users  a  consultative  role  in  all  stages  of  oil  and  gas 
development. 

The  BLM  also  took  in  consideration  comments  from  the  villages  and  individuals  of  tlie  Nortli  Slope  on  the  draft 
lAP/ElS  in  developing  its  Preferred  Alternative  by  protecting  key  subsistence  resources.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
protects  the  caribou  calving  areas  by  not  allowing  or  severely  restricting  oil  and  gas  surface  occupancy  in  a  great 
majority  of  the  area  near  Teshekpuk  Lake.  It  also  maximizes  protection  for  molting  geese  by  making  virtually  all  of 
the  most  important  molting  habitat  unavailable  for  leasing.  A  589,000-acre  area  north  and  east  of  and  including 
much  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  would  not  be  available  for  leasing.  In  areas  that  are  available  for  leasing,  stringent 
protective  measures  that  include  seasonal  restrictions  and  setbacks  forbidding  most  types  of  surface  use  to  protect 
subsistence  resources  would  be  in  place.  Such  areas  include  Fish  and  Judy  Creeks  and  the  Colville,  Kikiakrorak, 
Kogosukruk,  Ikpikpuk,  and  Miguakiak  Rivers,  which  are  especially  important  subsistence  kx;ales.  In  tlie 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Special  Area,  which  is  important  to  caribou  and  waterfowl,  no  permanent  oil  and  gas  occupancy 
would  be  allowed.  No  seasonal  exploratory  or  delineation  wells  would  be  allowed. 

On  the  Colville  River,  BLM  would  develop  a  river  management  plan  in  cooperation  with  adjacent  landowners  to 
protect  subsistence  resources  and  their  uses.  The  most  important  part  of  the  river  for  subsistence  uses  will  receive 
special  attention  during  the  consultation  pr{x;ess  between  BLM  and  its  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 

No  permanent  oil  and  gas  surface  occupancy  would  be  allowed  in  tlie  lake  bed  of  fish-bearing  lakes  in  the  deep 
lakes  area. 

The  BLM  has  also  developed  several  key  stipulations  that  are  intended  to  address  subsistence  user  concerns  about 
access  to  hunting  and  fishing  areas  and  protection  of  cabins  (  using  protective  buffers)  used  for  subsistence 
purposes.  Stipulations  are  included  to  ensure  that  oil  and  gas  personnel  are  sensitive  to  kx;al  concerns  about 
subsistence  and  other  cultural  matters. 

Given  all  of  tliese  steps  and  odiers  discussed  in  detail  above  and  in  Section  II  of  the  lAP/EIS  that  have  been  or  will 
be  taken  during  the  life  of  tlie  lAP,  BLM  has  determined  tliat  the  Preferred  Alternative  includes  all  reasonable  steps 
to  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  subsistence  uses  and  resources. 
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Introduction 


Purpose 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  held  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Area  Impacts  Analysis  Workshop 
on  May  21  and  22,  1997,  to  provide  BLM  with 
guidance  for  developing  a  package  of  stipulations  for 
an  environmental  impact  statement  alternative  that 
would  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Teshekpuk 
Lake  area  (Figure  1).  BLM  wanted  the  invited 
panelists  to  identify  the  conditions  under  which 
development  could  be  allowed  "in  a  manner  which 
will  assure  the  maximum  protection  of  such  surface 
values  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the  [Naval 
Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  of  1976]."  There 
were  two  constraints  on  discussion  at  this  meeting: 
the  results  must  allow  economically  viable  oil 
development,  but  with  protection  for  caribou  and 
waterfowl. 

Scope 

•  Review  options  for  "reduced-impact  oil  fields." 

•  Review  existing  information  pertaining  to  the 
response  of  waterfowl  and  caribou  to  oil  and  gas 
development. 

•  Formulate  a  realistic  development  alternative  that 
minimizes  impacts  to  waterfowl  and  caribou. 

•  Evaluate  the  likely  residual  impacts  to  waterfowl 
and  caribou,  under  the  alternative  formulated 
above. 

Format 

The  workshop  had  facilitators  to  help  meet  the 
goals  in  the  short  time  allowed.  The  panels  consisted 
of  agency  representatives  with  knowledge  in 
waterfowl  or  caribou  biology,  wildlife  interactions 
with  North  Slope  oil  and  gas  activities,  or  oil  field 
development.  Panel  members  reviewed  relevant 
studies  prior  to  the  workshop.  Representatives  from 
the  oil  and  gas  industry,  as  well  as  invited  nonagency 
biologists,  provided  background  information  in  an 
initial  information-gathering  phase. 

The  second  phase  of  the  workshop  was  limited 
to  agency  personnel,  indicated  as  panelists  in  the  list 
on  page  6.  In  addition  to  the  invited  workshop 
participants,  a  letter  was  sent  to  various  organizations 
with  relevant  interests.  The  letter  requested 
information  addressing  the  questions  in  Appendix  A, 


or  information  related  to  wildlife  interactions  with 
North  Slope  oil  developments  that  would  be  pertinent 
to  the  development  of  mitigation  measures.  No 
responses  were  received.  The  draft  proceedings  of 
the  workshop  were  distributed  to  panelists  for 
review.  This  final  edition  of  the  proceedings  will  be 
included  in  BLM's  administrative  record. 

Agenda 

May  21: 

I.  Overview  of  Caribou  and  Waterfowl  Use  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Area 

Two  brief  presentations 

II.  Explore  Options  for  Reduced-impact  Oil  Fields 

Presentation  by  industry  representatives 
(ARCO),  addressing  topics  such  as  minimally-staffed 
oil  fields,  remote  control  of  production  facilities, 
buried  vs.  above-ground  pipelines,  roadless  oil  fields, 
minimal  air  traffic,  etc.  Discuss  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  various  development  options. 

III.  Apply  the  Prudhoe  Bay  Experience  to  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  Area 

Waterfowl  and  caribou  panels  meet  separately. 
Invited  biologists  assist  in  interpreting  recent  work 
on  disturbance  of  birds  and  caribou,  and  studies 
emanating  from  the  existing  North  Slope  oil  fields. 
The  goal  is  to  define  the  extent  to  which  studies  in 
the  existing  oil  fields  can  be  used  as  a  model  for 
Teshekpuk  Lake. 

May  22  (panelists  only): 

IV.  Formulate  Stipulations  for  Teshekpuk  Lake  Area 
Waterfowl  and  caribou  panels  meet  separately. 

Based  on  the  development  options  presented  earlier, 
panelists  formulate  a  set  of  conditions  on  oil  field 
construction  and  operations  that  would  maximize 
protection  of  waterfowl  and  caribou,  without 
precluding  oil  and  gas  development. 

V.  Synthesis 

Waterfowl  and  caribou  panels  meet  together  to 
identify  conflicts  between  their  respective  mitigation 
plans.  Panelists  attempt  to  formulate  a  unified 
approach  to  mitigation  for  both  waterfowl  and 
caribou.  Residual  impacts  and  environmental  risks  of 
the  mitigation  plan(s)  are  assessed. 

(Note:  The  workgroup  was  not  completely 
successful  in  accomplishing  all  of  this  aggressive 
agenda  during  the  two  days  allowed.  Follow-up 
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meetings  involving  a  subset  of  attendees  were  needed 
on  May  28  and  June  2  to  flesh  out  one  of  the 
waterfowl  stipulations  and  to  merge  the  two  sets  of 
stipulations.) 

Attendees 

Dave  Yokel,  BLM  (workshop  organizer,  caribou 

panelist) 
Herb  Brownell,  BLM  (facilitator) 
Susan  Will,  BLM  (facilitator) 
Ryan  Lance,  ARCO  (invited  speaker) 
Mike  Joyce,  ARCO  (invited  speaker) 
Sharon  Wilson,  BLM  (notetaker) 
Sue  Mitchell,  Inkworks  (notetaker) 
Philip  Martin,  USFWS  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Joel  Hubbard,  MMS  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Anne  Morkill,  BLM  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Tom  Rothe,  ADF&G  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Geoff  Carroll,  ADF&G  (caribou  panelist) 
Dick  Shideler,  ADF&G  (caribou  panelist) 
Brian  Lawhead,  ABR  (invited  biologist,  caribou) 
Brad  Griffith,  USGS-BRD  (caribou  panelist) 
Alan  Brackney,  USFWS  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Karen  Bollinger,  USGS-BRD  (speaker,  waterfowl) 
Gene  Terland,  BLM  (observer) 
Jim  Ducker,  BLM  (observer) 
Curt  Wilson,  BLM  (observer) 
Mike  Kunz,  BLM  (observer) 
Johanna  Munson,  State  of  AK  (observer) 
Mark  Myers,  ADNR  (petroleum  development 

specialist,  waterfowl  panelist) 
Joseph  Dygas,  BLM  (petroleum  development 

specialist,  caribou  panelist) 
Jim  Craig,  MMS  (petroleum  development  specialist, 

waterfowl  panelist) 
Dick  Roberts,  MMS  (observer) 
Don  Hansen,  MMS  (caribou  panelist) 
Marie  Crosley,  ADNR  (observer) 
Dick  Mylius,  ADNR  (observer) 
Pam  Rogers,  ADNR  (observer) 
Bill  Van  Dyke,  ADNR  (petroleum  development 

specialist,  caribou  panelist) 
Declan  Troy,  TERA  (invited  biologist,  waterfowl) 
Steve  Murphy,  ABR  (invited  biologist,  waterfowl) 
Craig  George,  NSB  (caribou  panelist) 
Ken  Whitten,  ADF&G  (caribou  panelist) 
Jack  Winters,  ADF&G  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Phyllis  Casey,  MMS  (observer) 
Frank  Wendling,  MMS  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Roger  Siglin,  Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center 

(observer) 


Robert  Suydam,  NSB  (waterfowl  panelist) 
Eric  Taylor,  UAF  (invited  biologist,  waterfowl) 

Preliminary  Information 

Overview  of  Caribou  Use 

Ken  Whitten  of  ADF&G  presented  information 
on  caribou  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Prudhoe  Bay 
areas.  A  herd  is  defined  as  having  a  consistent 
calving  area,  and  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Herd  (TLH)  is 
more  consistent  than  others.  When  first  recognized  as 
a  distinct  herd,  it  was  estimated  at  4,000  to  6,000 
animals  and  was  25,000  at  last  count.  There  is  a 
fairly  high  level  of  harvest. 

As  regards  potential  development  in  the  area,  the 
only  herd  for  which  we  have  data  is  the  Central 
Arctic  Herd  (CAH).  Its  population  was  similar  to  the 
TLH  when  oil  was  discovered.  It  increased  rapidly  to 
a  peak  of  23,000  in  1992,  but  in  contrast  to  the  TLH, 
it  declined  to  18,000  by  1995.  The  first  signs  of 
impacts  from  earliest  construction  were  that  few 
cows  with  young  calves  were  spending  any  time  next 
to  roads.  The  CAH  calving  grounds,  between  the 
Colville  and  Canning  Rivers,  are  spread  out  over  a 
greater  area  than  the  calving  grounds  of  the  TLH. 

There  are  two  separate  calving  concentration 
areas:  one  at  Kuparuk  and  Milne  Point,  and  one  at 
Canning  River.  The  road  to  Milne  Point  went  through 
the  western  calving  area.  Cows  avoided  the  road  by 
one  to  three  miles.  As  development  increased  and 
there  were  more  facilities,  there  was  less  use  of  the 
area  for  calving  and  calving  cows  moved  south  and 
west.  Midsummer  movements  through  the  area 
persisted,  but  caribou  have  not  passed  freely. 
Collared  caribou  from  the  western  area  were  in  worse 
physical  condition  in  fall  than  those  from  where  there 
was  no  development.  All  decline  in  population  has 
taken  place  in  the  portion  of  the  CAH  from  the 
developed,  western  area.  In  summary,  there  is  no 
proof  of  oil  field  impacts  on  herd  productivity,  but 
there  is  at  least  reason  for  concern.  Many  of  the 
Prudhoe  Bay/Kuparuk  developments  were  designed 
15-25  years  ago;  future  development  may  not  be  the 
same.  But  there  is  a  correlation  between  the  extent  of 
surface  structures  and  caribou  activities. 

Overview  of  Waterfowl  Use 

Karen  Bollinger  of  USGS-BRD  presented  data 
on  molting  geese  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Special 
Area  (Appendix  B).  The  survey  area  encompassed 
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199  lakes  and  Smith  Bay,  with  data  for  15  years  from 
1982  to  1996.  Total  number  of  geese  varied  from 
19,000  to  68,000  with  an  average  of  38,000.  Molting 
geese  are  few  in  number  outside  the  survey  area.  The 
four  species  present  are  Canada  goose.  Pacific  black 
brant,  white-fronted  goose  and  snow  goose.  The  total 
number  of  all  geese  using  the  area  over  15  years 
indicates  an  increasing  trend,  primarily  due  to  an 
increase  in  white-fronted  geese.  Of  the  total  Pacific 
black  brant  population  worldwide,  up  to  22  percent 
molt  in  this  area.  Snow  geese  are  few,  usually  less 
than  500.  On  average,  brant  comprise  about  46 
percent,  Canada  geese  34  percent  and  white-fronted 
geese  19  percent  of  the  molting  geese  in  the  area. 
There  are  a  few  breeders,  but  most  are  either  failed 
breeders  or  nonbreeders. 

All  species  use  the  area  northeast  of  Teshekpuk 
Lake,  with  Canada  geese  and  brant  sharing  several  of 
their  highest-use  lakes.  Brant  tend  to  occur  in  larger 
flocks  on  fewer  lakes.  Variation  is  high  among  years, 
and  the  survey  is  only  conducted  on  one  day  each 
July  during  the  peak  of  molt  for  all  species.  On 
average,  eight  lakes  support  50  percent  of  the  brant; 
one  lake  is  used  by  over  3,000.  The  molt  period  lasts 
for  about  a  month  and  then  goose  distribution 
changes.  Geese  tend  to  move  to  coastal  areas  before 
leaving  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  entirely. 

Brant  are  an  international  concern  and  this  area 
is  of  high  international  importance.  Birds  molting  in 
the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  come  from  Russia,  Alaska 
and  Canada,  and  winter  in  Mexico.  This  area  is 
unique  on  the  North  Slope,  having  large  lakes  with 
adjacent  meadows,  escape  cover,  and  good  forage 
availability. 

Oilfield  Design  Options  and  Wildlife  Mitigation 

Mike  Joyce,  an  ARCO  biologist,  and  Ryan 
Lance,  an  ARCO  engineer,  provided  their 
perspective  of  what  practices  might  be  used  to  protect 
wildlife  while  still  allowing  development. 

The  greatest  problem  for  caribou  is  stress  from 
traffic,  which  has  caused  all  the  changes  in  CAH 
distribution.  This  can  be  mitigated  when  designing 
the  layout  of  an  oil  field  and  by  monitoring  caribou 
movement  and  stopping  traffic  when  caribou  are  near 
the  road  and  about  to  cross.  An  oil  field  in  NPR-A 
would  not  be  the  size  of  Kuparuk  and  they  expect 
this  should  work,  although  there  are  no  data  to  test 
this  mitigation. 

During  the  three-week  calving  season,  there  is 
avoidance  of  roads  with  traffic.  Some  calving  still 


occurs  in  the  Kuparuk  oil  field,  but  the  bulk  of 
calving  has  shifted  to  the  south  and  west.  Following 
calving,  caribou  are  present  on  the  coastal  plain 
during  the  insect  season.  Before  there  were  gravel 
pads,  caribou  went  to  river  bars  to  avoid  insects;  now 
they  use  the  gravel  pads.  Caribou  are  not  bothered  by 
the  presence  of  a  drill  rig,  the  gravel  pads,  or  the 
pipe.  If  pipes  are  built  a  minimum  of  five  feet  above 
ground  and  separated  from  roads,  they  aren't  a 
problem  for  caribou  during  insect  season. 

The  current  assumption  is  that  sales-oil  pipelines 
from  NPR-A  would  not  have  associated  roads,  but 
this  would  have  to  be  decided  on  a  case-by-case 
basis.  Prudhoe  and  Kuparuk  are  giant  oil  fields; 
there's  less  than  a  one  percent  chance  of  finding  one 
of  that  size  in  northeastern  NPR-A.  Eventually  there 
could  be  a  threshold  number  or  size  of  oil  fields 
when  roads  to  the  oilfields  are  less  disturbance  than 
the  alternatives.  In  the  short  term,  it  is  believed  roads 
won't  be  needed.  Rather  than  using  surface  vehicles, 
pipeline  spill  monitoring  can  be  done  daily  using 
forward-looking  radar  (FLR)  from  airplanes  and 
detection  systems  on  the  line.  The  FLR  can  operate 
from  any  altitude,  if  there  are  no  clouds.  One  trade- 
off of  having  no  road  is  that  a  large-aircraft  runway  is 
required  in  case  of  a  well  blow-out.  A  jet  operation 
would  not  be  necessary,  but  for  oil  spill  response  the 
capability  to  land  a  Here  is  required. 

Another  trade-off  is  that  more  space  is  needed  to 
store  equipment  that  can  be  brought  in  only  during 
the  winter.  Finally,  oil  field  crews  change  at  least 
once  a  week.  Between  that  and  air  transport  of 
supplies,  maybe  one  flight  a  day  would  be  needed. 

For  birds,  the  problem  is  noise  and  commotion, 
which  can  also  be  mitigated.  ARCO  monitors  tundra 
swan  nests,  which  are  a  prime  indicator  for  long-term 
information  because  swans  are  most  sensitive  to 
noise  and  commotion.  Swan  numbers  have  risen 
rather  dramatically  in  the  last  three  to  five  years  and 
nesting  densities  are  comparable  to  historical  levels. 
ARCO  has  classified  habitat  into  2 1  types,  and  with 
Geographical  Information  System  software  they  can 
better  estimate  where  birds  may  concentrate  during 
seasonal  events  and  therefore  where  facilities  should 
be  sited  to  minimize  noise  and  commotion. 

ARCO  has  also  been  conducting  site 
rehabilitation  experiments.  NPR-A  doesn't  have  the 
quality  of  gravel  as  found  in  Prudhoe/Kuparuk;  the 
grain  size  is  smaller.  Even  thick  gravel  fill  can  be 
rehabilitated  if  moisture  and  nutrient  cycles  are 
properly  addressed.  The  effects  of  seeding  and 
fertilizing  last  only  two  to  three  years.  With  the 
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addition  of  topsoil  and  grasses  a  long-term,  sustained 
vegetative  cover  can  be  produced.  However,  it's  a 
monoculture  and  slows  down  the  invasion  of  natural 
pioneer  species.  There  is  a  benefit  in  not  developing 
a  monoculture;  ARCO  has  gone  to  seeding  with 
partial  application  rates  and  transplant  plugs  or  seed 
from  natural  plants.  This  provides  a  more  rapid 
progression  to  the  diverse  vegetative  community 
desired. 

Collection  and  disposal  of  food  waste  in  a  way 
that  attracts  predators  to  camp  locations  can  also 
stress  bird  nesting  activity.  Trash  is  currently  placed 
in  dumpsters,  transported  to  landfills,  or  incinerated. 
This  provides  access  to  food  by  predators.  There  are 
pilot  studies  on  composting  at  the  mess  hall  in  self- 
enclosed  vessels.  Composting  may  be  the  norm  at 
future  camps  that  will  be  smaller — 50  to  1 00  people 
as  opposed  to  thousands  at  Kuparuk. 

(The  remaining  discussion  was  directed  to 
questions  in  Appendix  A  that  had  not  already  been 
addressed.) 

In  regard  to  the  question  of  oil  field  design  and 
what  level  of  on-site  processing  would  be  needed,  the 
size  of  the  oil  field  at  Prudhoe  requires  six  dedicated 
processing  facilities.  The  Alpine  oil  field,  which  is 
more  representative  of  the  potential  opportunities  in 
NPR-A,  has  these  same  functions  and  everything  else 
on  two  pads.  Pads  in  NPR-A  would  average  8-10 
acres  each.  Considering  the  tradeoffs,  it's  best  to 
keep  processing  close  to  the  wells  because 
multiphase  lines  have  a  higher  probability  of  spill. 

It  is  hard  to  predict  what  type  of  oil  field  support 
infrastructure  would  be  required  in  NPR-A.  It  can 
probably  be  done  a  lot  more  efficiently  than 
Deadhorse.  As  much  as  it  can,  ARCO  would  try  to 
avoid  another  Deadhorse  in  NPR-A. 

Two  to  three  years  before  starting  up  oil  field 
development  there  would  be  a  lot  of  activity  that 
usually  occurs  during  winter.  One  option  for  access 
is  building  a  dock  into  the  Beaufort  Sea  and  barging 
equipment  from  Prudhoe  or  Kuparuk,  but  tradeoffs 
exist.  Is  a  dock  better  than  a  seasonal  ice  road?  Are 
year-round  ice  pads  possible?  If  so,  how  much 
refrigeration  is  required?  Is  there  another  set  of 
environmental  problems? 

How  different  drainages  would  be  crossed 
depends  on  their  characteristics.  ARCO  will  try  to 
cross  the  Colville  by  drilling  underneath.  They 
contemplate  trenching  in  other  places,  but  not  in  the 
Colville.  Each  drainage  has  its  own  set  of 
considerations. 

How  feasible  is  horizontal  directional  drilling? 


There  is  a  distinction  between  horizontal  drilling  and 
extended-reach  drilling.  Each  is  feasible  given  the 
right  situation.  Alpine  would  have  required  three  or 
four  drill  sites  in  the  past;  now  extended  reach 
drilling  will  require  only  two  sites.  The  current 
record  is  a  reach-to-depth  ratio  of  4:1.  The  shallower 
the  oil,  the  less  the  reach. 

Is  an  oil  field  without  roads  connecting  pads 
feasible?  It's  technically  feasible  but  not  an 
appropriate  tradeoff  due  to  the  increased  need  for 
local  air  traffic.  With  roads,  helicopters  would  be 
needed  only  for  spill  response. 

The  tradeoff  in  elevating  pipeline  eight  feet  vs. 
five  feet  is  more  expense.  Different  equipment  is 
needed  for  construction  after  about  six  feet.  The  extra 
three  feet  makes  a  significant  difference  in  the 
equipment  needed,  and  thus  in  costs,  but  it  doesn't 
make  a  big  difference  to  caribou.  The  terrain  goes  up 
and  down  but  the  pipeline  doesn't  since  rapid 
topographical  changes  in  the  pipe  are  undesirable,  so 
over  60  percent  of  the  line  is  well  above  five  feet 
above  the  terrain. 

Buried  pipelines  may  be  feasible  and  cost- 
effective,  but  burial  clearly  disrupts  the  tundra.  Also, 
future  needs  may  change,  causing  the  need  to  dig  up 
and  rebury.  But  foremost  is  the  concern  for  thaw  and 
freeze  of  permafrost.  Crude  oil  is  hot,  and  you  have 
to  insulate  heavily  or  place  the  pipe  in  thaw-stable 
rock.  Pipe  can  be  buried  in  the  road,  but  it's  very 
expensive  and  bad  from  a  spill  and  leak  perspective. 
Also  culvert  drainage  is  a  difficulty. 

Existing  DEW-line  sites  would  be  given  priority 
for  new  facilities  if  they're  properly  located. 
However,  there  is  a  technical  limit  to  reaching  the  oil 
reservoir  with  the  drill. 

In  general,  ARCO  wouldn't  allow  public  access 
to  oilfield  facilities,  but  would  allow  Native 
subsistence  access. 

On  the  question  of  whether  industry  would 
consider  sharing  seismic  data,  from  ARCO's 
perspective  that  would  be  a  big  hurdle.  Those  data 
are  considered  a  key  competitive  aspect  of  the 
business. 

In  terms  of  levels  of  operations,  Alpine  will  be 
radically  different  from  Kuparuk;  it  will  have  only 
minimal  staff.  The  technology  is  not  quite  there  yet  to 
have  unmanned  sites.  Starting  in  1998  at  Alpine, 
there  will  be  a  lot  of  activity  for  two  years  in  winter, 
with  hundreds  of  people  needed  then.  There  would 
be  no  impact  on  animals  living  there  in  summer 
except  for  drilling.  Normal  operating  mode  would 
need  20  to  40  people. 


Appendix  E-6 


The  economics  of  completely  stopping 
operations  for  two  to  three  months  are  prohibitive  in 
these  small  fields.  A  drill  rig  is  not  conducive  to 
shutting  down  in  mid-well,  nor  would  it  be  economic 
to  plan  the  drilling  schedule  to  stop  drilling  for  two 
months.  There's  more  to  it  than  just  shutting  down 
for  two  months  and  not  getting  two  wells  drilled.  It's 
dependent  on  the  need  to  keep  the  reservoir  in 
balance.  Recovery  from  the  field  as  a  whole  could  be 
reduced.  The  optimum  would  be  continuous  drilling 
activity  for  four  or  more  years.  During  critical  time 
periods  ARCO  can  try  to  reduce  the  number  of 
people.  However,  ongoing  operations  are  different.  If 
ARCO  can  figure  out  how  to  run  with  five  people 
rather  than  25,  it  will. 

In  summary:  1 )  Complete  shut  down  for  the 
caribou/goose  critical  period  is  not  economical. 
People  will  be  present  at  all  times,  with  a  daily 
commute  if  their  worksite  is  on  a  different  pad  than 
the  camp.  2)  remote  operation  is  not  yet  technically 
feasible  but  has  potential  for  the  future.  3)  It  is  not 
economically  feasible  to  suspend  drilling  during  that 
period,  but  minimal  staffing  and  reduced  access  can 
be  accomplished. 

Proceedings  of  the  Waterfowl  Group 

Review  of  Current  Knowledge 

Molting  geese  are  flightless  and  more  sensitive 
to  disturbance  than  during  other  periods.  The 
Teshekpuk  Lake  area  has  been  traditionally  used  by 
molting  and  breeding  geese  for  thousands  of  years 
(Figure  2).  The  primary  needs  of  molting  geese  there 
are  protection  from  disturbance,  available  and 
adequate  food  supply  within  close  proximity  to 
escape  habitat,  low  predator  density,  and  escape 
habitat  (open  water,  ice  floes).  Factors  that  cause 
disturbance  of  waterfowl  are  predators  (including 
foxes),  aircraft  overllights,  humans  on  foot,  vehicle 
traffic,  noise  and  commotion.  Factors  that  may  affect 
the  availability  of  an  adequate  food  supply  are 
changing  water  levels  in  lakes,  developments  which 
restrict  goose  access  to  food,  habitat  loss, 
contaminants,  previous  grazing  by  geese  or  caribou, 
nutrient  cycling,  weather,  and  overpopulation  from 
lack  of  predation.  Factors  that  limit  escape  habitat  are 
weather  (inlluence  on  ice),  topography,  hydrology, 
habitat  loss,  lake  levels  (thaw  cycle,  drainage, 
modified  hydrology,  etc.),  disturbance, 
access/proximity  (escape  has  to  be  near  to  feeding 
areas),  channelization  or  drainage  patterns 


(connection  of  lakes  to  each  other),  size  of  habitat 
unit,  and  proximity  of  lakes  to  each  other.  Predator 
populations  are  affected  by  availability  of  lemmings 
and  other  alternative  prey  species,  garbage, 
supplemental  food,  human  harvest,  artificial  nesting 
habitats,  number  of  geese,  and  disease.  Traditional 
use  of  lakes  by  geese  may  be  influenced  by  habitat 
modification,  population  size,  frequency  of 
disturbance,  and  distribution  changes. 

There  are  not  enough  data  to  say  definitively 
which  of  the  above  factors  is  a  higher  priority  for 
molting  geese,  or  how  some  may  be  related  to  oil 
field  development.  The  Prudhoe  Bay  studies  funded 
by  ARCO  provided  data  on  400  to  500  birds,  but 
these  may  not  apply  to  the  thousands  of  birds  at 
Teshekpuk.  A  couple  of  studies  have  indicated  that 
land  traffic  per  se  was  not  a  problem,  but  people  on 
foot  frighten  the  geese  quite  a  bit.  In  two  brood- 
rearing  areas,  one  near  high  traffic  and  one  near  low 
traffic,  the  high-traffic-area  geese  reacted  less, 
perhaps  suggesting  habituation  to  consistent  traffic 
over  time.  It  may  be  safe  to  assume  that  humans  on 
foot  and  helicopter  traffic  are  the  two  most  disruptive 
of  anthropogenic  factors  to  molting  geese. 

Culverts  may  be  a  high  priority  problem,  if  they 
cause  flooding  of  an  entire  goose  colony.  Indirect 
effects  such  as  hunter  access  can  be  much  greater 
than  direct  effects,  to  which  birds  can  habituate. 
Birds  become  more  wary  during  nesting.  During  fall 
staging  for  migration,  distribution  is  more  related  to 
food  than  to  disturbance. 

During  work  on  four  species  of  geese,  Steve 
Murphy  ranked  disturbance  using  three  criteria: 
severity  of  reaction,  duration  of  response,  and 
distance  moved.  Over  five  years,  he  looked  at 
humans  on  foot,  nonpredators,  avian  predators, 
ground  predators  (fox),  and  aircraft.  He  investigated 
the  distance  at  which  disturbance  seems  to  drop  off. 
Failed  breeders  and  nonbreeders  may  respond 
differently,  for  example,  nonbreeders  may  spend 
more  energy  to  get  away  because  they're  not  tied 
down  by  a  brood. 

Studies  by  Eric  Taylor  looked  at  changes  in  brant 
body  mass,  protein  levels,  and  lipid  levels  from 
arrival  to  departure  on  the  molting  grounds.  There 
was  a  significant  protein  deficit  and  decrease  in 
lipids.  Brant  may  select  the  Teshekpuk  area  as  much 
for  lack  of  disturbance  as  for  available  nutrition.  In 
fact,  the  nutrition  available  may  not  be  optimum. 
Brant  molting  near  Teshekpuk  are  primarily  from  the 
Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta.  Almost  all  lipids  are  lost 
during  the  molt  period,  down  to  about  two  percent. 
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The  geese  also  incur  a  protein  deficit  during  that 
time. 

Would  geese  from  the  Yukon-Kuskokwim  Delta 
react  differently  than  birds  born  and  raised  at 
Prudhoe,  where  there's  already  disturbance?  Geese 
react  strongly  to  any  disturbance,  and  there  may  be  a 
critical  time  while  choosing  a  place  to  molt  when 
disturbance  will  cause  geese  to  move  elsewhere. 

Some  restrictions  could  be  placed  on  oilfield 
work  during  summer  to  reduce  pressure  on  geese 
while  still  allowing  development  to  proceed.  If 
ground  access  was  by  ice  road  only,  large  materials 
would  not  be  hauled  in  during  the  summer,  nor  would 
they  be  flown  in  by  large  planes  during  the  sensitive 
period  (mid- June  through  August).  Modules  could  be 
flanged  up  during  summer,  but  all  basic  construction 
would  take  place  in  winter.  If  surveyors  on  foot  cause 
problems  to  molting  geese,  they  could  survey  during 
early  spring  or  late  summer  to  avoid  the  molting 
period. 

If  drilling  would  be  continuous  for  a  few  years, 
there  would  have  to  be  some  transport  of  people 
during  summer.  ARCO  accepts  access  restrictions  for 
large  noisy  planes  and  pre-stages  heavy  equipment 
and  materials  before  the  sensitive  period.  Air  traffic 
can't  be  stopped  completely,  but  the  number  of  times 
a  small,  relatively  quiet  plane  goes  in  during  the 
sensitive  period  may  be  restricted  to  perhaps  three  to 
four  times  a  week  at  Alpine.  Also,  if  there  is  an 
airstrip,  there  would  be  no  need  for  helicopters  other 
than  in  emergencies.  Fixed-wing  aircraft  are  less  of  a 
disturbance  than  helicopters.  Also,  the  frequency  of 
disturbance  is  important.  Taylor's  study  suggests  that 
the  geese  have  little  energetic  margin. 

Perhaps  a  "no  development"  buffer  of  one  to  two 
kilometers  could  be  established  around  each  of  the 
high-use  lakes,  unless  overlapping  buffers  would 
preclude  development  entirely  in  some  areas.  If  so, 
perhaps  development  in  those  places  could  be  limited 
to  low-disturbance  activities.  Drilling  from  outside 
buffers  could  possibly  reach  out  15,000  feet  and 
effectively  tap  reservoirs.  The  presence  of  a  cross- 
country pipeline  with  no  road  shouldn't  stress  birds, 
so  pipelines  needn't  be  excluded  from  buffer  areas. 

Development  of  Stipulations 

A  draft  set  of  stipulations  was  introduced  to  the 
panel  for  discussion.  The  stipulations  were  based  on 
the  following  assumptions: 
•Geese  habituate  fairly  well  to  structures. 
•Disturbance  due  to  vehicle  traffic  is  mild  beyond 


200  feet. 

•Chronic  disturbance  due  to  aircraft  is  very 
detrimental  and  the  altitude  required  to  mitigate  it  is 
unreasonable  given  local  weather  conditions,  so  the 
focus  should  be  on  limiting  frequency  and 

establishing  routes  of  travel. 

•Humans  on  foot  are  the  most  disturbing  factor. 

•Permanent  roads  that  allow  access  would  have 

detrimental  effects  in  the  long  term. 

Preliminary  Ideas  Presented  for  Discussion: 

1 .  Restriction  on  density  of  production  pads:  one 
per  township. 

2.  No  habitat  alteration  permitted  in  goose  feeding 
areas. 

3.  Interfield  roads  permitted  but  no  road  connection 
to  outside  road  network. 

4.  Gravel  fill  for  roads  would  be  removed  upon 
completion. 

5.  All  facilities  located  a  minimum  of  400  meters 
from  documented-use  lakes,  as  far  as  possible 
away,  and  2,000  meters  from  highest-use  lakes 
(use  averaged  over  15  years). 

6.  Cross-drainage  structures  will  be  sited  and 
maintained  so  as  to  prevent  impoundment  or 
alteration  of  hydrology. 

7.  Material  sites  not  permitted  within  the  molting 
area. 

8.  Processing  sites  shall  be  preferentially  located 
outside  the  goose  molting  area,  providing  that 
the  multiphase  pipeline  does  not  exceed  x  miles. 
Alternatively,  processing  facilities  shall  be 
located  to  maximize  the  distance  from  the  critical 
lakes. 

9.  Processing  facilities  shall  not  be  sited  closer  than 
2x  to  each  other. 

10.  Facility  layout  shall  give  maximum  consideration 
to  shielding  human  activity  from  view  of  the 
closest  goose  molting  lake. 

Seasonal  restrictions  on  activities,  June  15  to  August 
30: 

1 1 .  Helicopter  overflights  shall  be  suspended. 

12.  Routine  fixed-wing  flights  limited  to  two 
flights/week. 

13.  Flight  corridors  established  for  designated  routes 
that  minimize  disturbance  to  molting  geese 
(generally  3  km  lateral  from  high-use  lakes).  Use 
of  corridors  mandatory,  except  in  emergency. 

14.  Off -pad  activity  shall  be  prohibited  except  in 
emergencies. 

15.  Construction  activities  suspended. 

16.  Road  traffic  minimized.  Transportation  of 


Appendix  E-8 


personnel  between  camps/pad  facilities  limited 
to  coincide  with  shift  changes.  Nonessential 
operations  requiring  vehicles  other  than 
passenger  vehicles  shall  be  suspended. 
17.  Public  access  to  oil  field  facilities  shall  be 
restricted. 

The  details  of  #5  need  further  work  in  regard  to 
the  width  of  buffers  and  the  number  of  lakes  to 
which  #5  should  apply.  Goose  feeding  areas  are 
typically  to  the  east  and  west  of  the  lakes,  not  north 
and  south,  so  buffers  could  be  adjusted  accordingly. 
It  may  be  difficult  to  justify  the  buffer  width  using 
only  the  studies  done  at  Prudhoe.  The  question 
remains  as  to  whether  those  studies  apply  to  the 
Teshekpuk  area,  which  is  unique  on  the  North  Slope 
and  may  need  greater  restrictions.  However,  with  the 
high  lake  density  of  the  area,  larger  buffers  would 
effectively  eliminate  oil  development,  thus  violating 
one  condition  of  the  workshop  discussion.  The 
details  on  buffers  (where  and  how  wide)  were 
postponed  for  the  time  being. 

The  use  of  surface  water  for  oil  field 
development  and  operation  could  result  in  excessive 
draw-down  of  lakes.  This  may  result  in  only  a  few 
inches  change  in  the  water  level,  but  that  change 
could  affect  preferred  goose  feeding  areas  (Figure  3) 
along  lake  margins.  These  are  very  flat  areas  barely 
above  current  lake  level.  A  small  change  in  water 
level  could  alter  the  vegetation  community  present. 
Also,  the  activity  associated  with  water  removal 
could  disturb  geese.  For  both  of  these  reasons  the 
restriction  of  surface  water  extracdon  would  be 
necessary. 

Restrictions  on  waste  disposal  should  also  be 
implemented.  Putrescible  garbage  needs  to  be 
handled  and  disposed  of  so  that  it  will  not  be 
available  to  predators.  Disposal  is  not  the  problem, 
handling  is.  Although  this  is  covered  under  state  law, 
current  facilides  are  not  succeeding  in  this  arena. 
Also,  feeding  of  most  wildlife  is  prohibited  by  state 
law  but  is  not  adequately  enforced.  In  addition  to 
current  law,  the  feeding  of  gulls  and  ravens  should  be 
prohibited.  Finally,  proper  planning  and  training  for 
oil  field  workers  are  crucial  for  avoiding  increases  in 
the  predator  populations. 

Fuel  storage  stipulations  would  also  be  helpful. 
The  lakes  are  in  basins,  so  spilled  fuel  could  drain 
into  the  lakes  from  a  long  distance.  Storage  of  fuels 
and  all  hazardous  materials  should  be  restricted  to 
gravel  pads.  However,  fuel  is  also  needed  before 
pads  are  built.  Existing  regulations  will  have  to  be 


sufficient  in  this  case. 

Increased  access  because  of  roads  could  pose  a 
serious  threat  to  moldng  geese.  CurrenUy,  public 
access  is  extremely  limited  and  it  is  important  that  it 
remains  so.  However,  regulation  of  human  access  on 
public  lands  is  difficult.  Title  VIII  of  the  Alaska 
National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  doesn't 
allow  anything  to  occur  on  federal  land  that  limits 
subsistence  access,  unless  there  is  a  finding  of  a 
significant  impact  on  subsistence  and  there  are  public 
hearings.  Ice  roads  would  not  be  part  of  this  problem, 
since  they  do  not  persist  long  enough  in  the  spring  to 
provide  people  with  access  to  molting  geese.  Gravel 
roads  connected  to  the  highway  network  or  local 
villages  would  present  a  problem.  The  goal  should  be 
to  do  nothing  that  would  provide  increased 
opportunity  for  access. 

A  process  must  be  established  to  manage 
subsistence  access.  A  greater  effort  to  work  with 
subsistence  users  and  address  these  issues  would 
help.  Such  a  process  needs  to  involve  the  North 
Slope  Borough  and  local  residents.  Another  facet  of 
this  effort  might  be  to  have  a  state  and  federal 
monitoring  body  that  would  implement  studies, 
conduct  integrated  planning,  find  permitting 
solutions,  and  promote  interagency  relationships. 
This  issue  of  subsistence  access  would  not  be 
appropriate  as  a  sdpulation  on  oil  companies. 

Closer  monitoring  of  molting  goose  populations 
before,  during  and  after  development  would  help 
measure  any  impacts  and  the  success  of  mitigation. 
Flights  once  a  week  to  survey  goose  distribution 
would  not  negadvely  impact  the  geese,  but  would 
provide  data  on  the  pattern  of  their  movements. 

The  draft  restriction  on  the  density  of  producUon 
pads  to  one  per  township  may  be  unreasonable  from 
a  development  standpoint  because  it  isn't  possible  to 
reach  a  whole  township  from  one  pad  if  the  oil  field 
is  shallow.  Would  it  be  better  to  have  one  large  site 
or  10  smaller  ones?  This  would  be  a  moot  point  if 
there  were  appropriate  buffers  that  would  restrict 
development  to  areas  where  it  doesn't  impact  geese. 

No  habitat  alteration  should  be  permitted  in 
preferred  goose  feeding  areas  (Figure  3),  which  are 
moss/sedge  meadows  adjacent  to  lakes.  This  type  of 
activity  would  also  be  precluded  by  buffers.  Is  it 
better  to  build  ice  roads  over  tundra  and  avoid  the 
lakes?  Meadow  habitat  is  only  two  to  three  inches 
above  the  lake;  is  it  more  sensitive  to  ice  roads? 
These  meadow  habitats  can  be  mapped  and  then 
stipulations  worded  so  there  is  no  net  loss  of  high- 
value  foraging  habitat.  Perhaps  all  exploration  and 
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development  activities  should  be  prohibited  in 
preferred  brant  feeding  areas. 

Gravel  intrafield  roads  should  not  connect  to 
road  networks  outside  the  goose  molting  area,  and 
gravel  fill  should  be  removed,  or  roads  otherwise 
made  unusable,  after  the  life  of  the  field.  It  isn't 
enough  to  avoid  connection  to  existing  roads  east  of 
the  Colville  River,  since  Nuiqsut  is  west  of  the 
Colville.  There  is  concern  about  future  roads,  public 
access  and  disturbance  of  molting  geese.  The  general 
concept  is  to  limit  access  and  consolidate  nodes  of 
activity.  Road  networks  should  be  reduced  in  size 
and  consolidated  as  much  as  possible.  It  would  be 
preferable  to  have  no  roads  between  oil  fields,  but 
only  necessary  roads  within  each  developed  field. 
Processing  and  other  facilities  could  contribute 
directly  to  goose  disturbance  as  well  as  to  the 
complexity  of  the  road  network,  so  they  should  also 
be  consolidated. 

Impoundment  or  alteration  of  the  hydrologic 
regime  could  negatively  impact  both  foraging  and 
escape  habitats.  Cross-drainage  structures  must  be 
sited  and  maintained  to  prevent  negative  impacts,  and 
properly  abandoned  once  the  gravel  pad  is  no  longer 
needed. 

Material  sites  could  have  adverse  impacts  on 
geese  both  through  habitat  alteration  and  disturbance. 
They  should  not  be  permitted  within  buffer  areas,  and 
their  operation  may  be  restricted  when  molting  geese 
are  in  the  area. 

Since  humans  on  foot  may  represent  one  of  the 
greatest  disturbances  to  molting  geese,  facility  layout 
must  incorporate  features  that  shield  human  activity 
from  view  of  the  closest  goose  molting  lakes. 
Fencing  on  the  appropriate  sides  of  gravel  pads  may 
meet  this  need. 

Many  activities  should  be  restricted  while 
molting  geese  are  present  to  reduce  the  disturbance 
of  geese.  A  decision  on  the  dates  of  seasonal 
restrictions  was  postponed.  Helicopters  are  one  of  the 
greatest  disturbances  to  molting  geese.  Since  it  has 
already  been  established  that  helicopters  are  not 
essential  where  fixed-wing  access  exists,  helicopter 
flights  should  be  prohibited  seasonally  except  in 
emergency. 

Off-pad  activity  could  be  highly  disturbing  and 
should  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  This  requirement 
would  be  for  lease  holders  only  and  couldn't  be 
applied  to  the  general  public.  Since  monitoring  the 
geese  and  other  studies  would  be  necessary 
throughout  development  and  operations,  and  lessees 
might  be  involved,  consultation  with  agencies  could 


be  used  to  determine  when  these  activities  would  be 
appropriate.  In  addition  to  such  studies,  off-pad 
activity  during  the  sensitive  period  would  be  allowed 
in  case  of  emergency. 

Construction  activities  within  the  seasonal  limit 
could  also  cause  an  unacceptable  disturbance,  but  it 
would  depend  on  the  particular  job  to  be  done. 
TTicrcforc  construction  activities  during  the  goose 
molt  would  have  to  be  decided  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  through  consultation  with  agencies. 

Road  traffic  could  be  reduced  during  the  goose 
molt  by  limiting  transportation  of  personnel  to 
coincide  with  shift  changes  and  suspending 
nonessential  operations  requiring  vehicles  other  than 
passenger  vehicles.  The  reduction  of  traffic  to  a  very 
low  level  could  allow  for  narrower  buffers  of  no 
roads  around  lakes. 

Draft  Stipulations:  Waterfowl 

1 .  Exploration  and  development  activities  will 
avoid  critical  feeding  habitat  types  unless 
otherwise  accepted  in  consultation  with  BLM, 
FWS,  NSB,  and  ADFG. 

2.  Restrict  access  via  roads  or  infrastructure  by 
public  into  molting  area. 

3.  Restrict/minimize/consolidate  roads  and 
facilities  to  the  extent  possible.  Intrafield  roads 
only  are  preferable.  We  don't  want  roads  all  over 
the  molting  area. 

4.  Road  gravel  fill  removed  upon  oil  field 
abandonment  so  that  roads  are  made  unusable. 

5.  Buffers  will  be  added  to  protect  goose  molting 
area. 

6.  Cross-drainage  structures  will  be  sited  and 
maintained  and  properly  abandoned  so  as  to 
prevent  impoundment  or  alteration  of  hydrology. 

7.  Material  sites  are  subject  to  buffers  and  seasonal 
restrictions. 

8.  Restrict  water  extraction  from  lakes  used  by 
molting  geese. 

9.  Facility  layout  shall  incorporate  features  that 
screen/shield  human  activity  from  view  of  the 
closest  goose  molting  lake. 

10.  Putrescible  garbage  needs  to  be 
handled/disposed  of  such  that  predators  will  not 
have  access.  Plan  so  that  waste  production  is 
minimized. 

1 1 .  Feeding  of  any  wildlife  prohibited. 

12.  Restrict  hazardous  materials  to  existing  pads. 
Standard  fuel  storage  stipulations.  See  existing 
regulations. 
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Seasonal  stipulations,  about  June  15  to  August  20  or 
30;  dates  to  be  determined: 

13.  Aircraft  access  minimized.  Helicopter 
overflights  suspended  except  in  emergency. 
Routine  fixed-wing  flights  limited  to  two  round- 
trip  flights  per  week.  Flight  corridors 
established;  designated  routes  that  minimize 
disturbance  to  waterfowl.  Generally  3  km  lateral 
from  high-use  areas.  Use  of  corridors  mandatory 
except  in  emergency. 

14.  Off-pad  activity  shall  be  prohibited  except  in 
emergencies  unless  otherwise  accepted  in 
consultation  with  BLM,  FWS,  NSB,  and  ADFG. 

15.  Construction  activities  suspended  unless 
otherwise  accepted  in  consultation  with  BLM, 
FWS,  NSB,  and  ADFG. 

16.  Road  traffic  minimized.  Transportation  of 
personnel  between  camps/pad  facilities  limited 
to  coincide  with  shift  changes.  Nonessential 
operations  requiring  vehicles  other  than 
passenger  vehicles  shall  be  suspended. 

17.  Public  access  via  and  use  of  oil  field  facilities 
shall  be  restricted. 

Recommendations 

1 .  Subsistence — process  needs  to  be  set  up  to 
manage  this. 

2.  Enforcement? 

3.  Monitoring  program  on  effects  of  oil 
development  on  molting  geese,  both  pre  and 
post.  Integrated  monitoring  team  needs  to  be 
explored. 

Proceedings  of  the  Caribou  Panel 

Review  of  Current  Knowledge 

Importance  of  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  to  caribou: 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  (Figure  4)  may  be 
important  to  caribou  as  a  calving  ground  because  of 
fewer  predators,  habitat  (more  micro-relief  where 
snow  blows  away  in  winter  and  provides  for  certain 
plant/habitat  types  and  wider  feeding  options),  less 
human  disturbance,  and  traditional  use  by  the  herd. 
Overall,  though,  we  have  little  information  on  the 
factors  that  provide  good  calving  habitat. 

It  is  important  as  a  summer  use  area,  including 
for  insect  relief  and  forage,  due  to  its  prevailing 
winds,  proximity  to  the  coast  and  river  deltas  (more 
wind,  cooler  temperatures  and  later  emergence  of 
insects),  and  for  its  adequate  forage  close  to  insect 
relief  habitat.  Caribou  need  to  eat  during  those 
portions  of  the  day  when  insect  harassment  is  not  so 


intense.  The  TLH  ranges  primarily  within  30  km  of 
the  coast  when  insects  are  bad.  The  expenditure  of 
energy  to  get  away  from  insects,  the  intake  of  energy 
from  browsing,  and  the  energy  expended  traveling  to 
different  areas  for  food  are  important  criteria  in 
defining  good  insect  relief  habitat.  No  portion  of  the 
coastal  area  is  known  to  be  used  more  than  others  for 
insect  relief.  The  caribou  seem  to  move  northward 
and  westward  when  insects  are  bad.  As  for  criteria  of 
good  calving  habitat,  we  don't  have  adequate  data  on 
summer  forage  requirements  and  availability. 

This  area  is  also  used  year-round  by  the  TLH,  in 
contrast  to  the  Central  Arctic  Herd,  which  uses  the 
Kuparuk/Prudhoe  area  in  summer  only.  Winter  use  is 
variable,  involving  10  to  100  percent  of  the  herd. 
There  has  been  a  fair  amount  of  winter  use  between 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Fish  Creek,  even  during  severe 
winter  range  conditions,  which  are  early  winter  rains 
and  heavy  snow.  Caribou  that  winter  in  the  area  get 
fewer  lichens  and  more  sedges  in  their  diet  during 
winter  than  some  other  herds  in  Alaska.  The  TLH 
may  not  be  as  dependent  on  lichen  forage  as  other 
herds,  because  they  have  other  options. 

Recent  data  show  that  part  of  the  TLH  migrates 
south  of  the  Brooks  Range,  but  many  are  still  using 
the  Teshekpuk  area  during  the  winter.  During  the  late 
1970s  and  early  1980s,  it  seemed  that  almost  all  of 
TLH  wintered  in  this  northern  area.  However,  they 
didn't  have  satellite  collars  then,  so  we  may  have  had 
a  biased  view.  Since  winter  distribution  varies,  there 
may  be  confusion  in  the  future  between  oil  industry 
effects  and  weather  effects  on  winter  migration. 

Another  benefit  of  the  Teshekpuk  area  is  the 
presence  of  relatively  few  predators.  The  prey  base  is 
not  consistent  enough  to  keep  predators  in  the  area 
year-round.  Caribou  migratory  behavior  is  erratic  and 
if  caribou  are  not  in  the  area  there  is  nothing  else  for 
predators  to  eat.  There  may  also  be  more  hunting  of 
predators  by  humans  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area. 
Wolves  may  move  into  the  area  temporarily,  but  they 
probably  do  not  remain  there  long-term. 

The  TLH  is  the  most  important  caribou  herd  for 
local  resident  hunters.  People  from  Barrow, 
Wainwright,  Nuiqsut,  Atqasuk  and  to  a  lesser  extent 
Point  Lay  and  Anaktuvuk  Pass  use  these  animals. 
Hunting  takes  place  wherever  the  people  and  caribou 
co-occur.  Nuiqsut' s  use  of  the  TLH  is  increasing  due 
to  summer  herd  distribution  and  winter  snowmachine 
travel.  As  the  herd  is  expanding  farther  west, 
Atqasuk  is  also  using  it  more.  Up  to  10  percent  of  the 
herd  is  harvested  annually  for  subsistence. 
Accessibility  of  the  TLH  could  go  up  with  improved 
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access  from  oil  field  activity.  Alternatively,  it  could 
decrease  if  developments  form  a  barrier  to  travel.  It  is 
difficult  to  cross  gravel  roads  with  a  loaded  sledge 
behind  a  snowmobile.  There  are  also  social  barriers: 
residents  don't  like  oil  companies  telling  them  they 
can't  hunt.  There  are  no  regulations  against  hunting 
around  the  Kuparuk  oil  field.  At  the  Alpine  field, 
Nuiqsut  and  ARCO  are  negotiating  subsistence 
hunting  rules.  The  Teshekpuk  area  represents  easier 
access  to  hunting  than  the  Kuparuk  development. 

Potential  adverse  impacts  to  caribou  and  habitat: 

Impacts  on  the  calving  ground  could  include  the 
actual  loss  of  habitat,  the  functional  loss  of  calving 
habitat  due  to  caribou  avoiding  activity  (humans, 
traffic,  etc.),  increased  predation  due  to  developments 
attracting  predators,  and  more  human  disturbance. 
Within  the  calving  area  higher  ground  is  preferred 
both  by  caribou  and  development,  so  there  is  a 
greater  potential  for  affecting  habitat.  The  network 
effect  of  development  pads  near  to  one  another  can 
cause  avoidance  of  an  even  larger  area.  The  result 
may  be  over-crowding  on  the  remaining  used  habitat. 
Lastly,  aircraft  traffic  can  disturb  parturient  cows  or 
cows  with  calves. 

Development  in  the  summer  use  area  could 
impede  movement  along  the  coast  and  between 
foraging  and  insect  relief  habitats  and  interrupt  use  of 
insect  relief  habitat.  However,  gravel  pads  could  also 
provide  relief  from  insects.  The  use  of  manmade 
structures  by  caribou  during  insect  season  may  or 
may  not  result  in  less  efficient  feeding.  Caribou  could 
also  be  killed  in  collisions  with  vehicles.  The 
cumulativeness  of  impacts  is  important;  if  insect 
relief  and  access  to  forage  are  affected,  there  may  be 
a  cumulative  energetic  cost.  As  more  impediments 
are  introduced,  the  cost  may  increase  to  a  threshold 
where  productivity  and  survival  are  significantly 
reduced. 

Year-round  use  of  the  area  could  also  be 
affected.  Disturbance  could  cause  caribou  to  move 
around  more  in  winter,  increasing  energetic  costs  and 
possibly  functional  habitat  loss.  The  degree  of 
separation  between  pipelines  and  roads  can  influence 
the  accumulation  of  snow  in  drifts  that  create  barriers 
to  caribou.  Roads  by  themselves  can  also  produce 
snow  drifts.  There  would  be  more  aircraft 
disturbance  in  winter,  since  more  and  larger  aircraft 
are  used  then.  Because  caribou  are  there  year-round, 
there  is  more  potential  for  hunting. 

Discussion  of  impacts  and  studies  from  existing 


developments 

Might  caribou  that  see  traffic  during  winter 
subsequently  avoid  a  road  during  the  calving  period, 
even  if  traffic  is  prohibited  then?  No  evidence  of 
behavioral  reaction  to  the  roads  themselves  has  been 
documented.  There  are  cases  where  studies  have 
shown  caribou  calving  very  near  gravel  pads,  but  it's 
a  small  number  of  animals.  They  tend  to  be  in  areas 
where  there  is  much  less  activity,  and  relatively  near 
operating  drill  sites  that  have  very  low  traffic  rates. 
Disturbance  effects  have  been  most  noticed  in  and 
around  major  trunk  roads  with  higher  traffic  rates.  In 
the  western  part  of  the  Kuparuk  field,  in  an  area  of 
very  little  traffic,  one  pass  of  a  truck  has  been 
sufficient  to  send  cows  and  calves  running  pell-mell 
for  a  half-mile.  So  even  a  little  traffic  may  be  enough 
to  elicit  that  behavioral  response.  The  result  is 
displacement  of  cows  and  calves  from  areas  near 
roads.  Mitigation  for  this  has  not  been  tested. 

There  is  no  way  to  avoid  the  behavioral 
sensitivity  of  cows  and  young  calves  to  activity,  so 
the  activity  should  be  constrained  or  reduced.  If  the 
desired  condition  is  to  totally  avoid  behavioral  effects 
along  a  road,  then  allow  no  vehicle  traffic  during 
calving  season.  This  extreme  case  has  never  been 
stipulated  nor  its  effects  tested.  There  has  been  too 
much  resistance  by  oil  field  contractors  and 
subcontractors. 

How  can  disturbance  be  eliminated  or  reduced  in 
an  area?  As  a  partial  solution,  the  BLM  could  require 
unitization  of  fields.  In  state  (Alaska)  oil  and  gas 
lease  sales,  consolidation  of  facilities  is  one  of  the 
stipulations.  If  NPR-A  development  goes  according 
to  the  geological  scenario  (one-to-a  -few  small  oil 
fields),  one  small  field  could  cross  boundaries  of 
tracts  owned  by  different  bidders.  On  state  land  there 
are  companies  leasing  side  by  side,  and  when  they 
unitize  the  field  they  choose  one  company  to  operate 
it.  Depending  on  how  BLM  structures  its  regulations, 
it  could  have  the  same  situation.  There  could  be 
stipulations  to  minimize  the  number  of  facilities,  such 
as  airports. 

The  major  oil  fields  on  the  North  Slope  have  all 
been  unitized,  but  each  has  been  developed 
separately.  There  hasn't  been  a  requirement  that 
Prudhoe  and  Kuparuk  be  developed  as  one  field. 
Geologically  they  are  separate.  The  question 
becomes:  should  several  oil  fields  share  the  same 
airport  and  other  facilities?  If  there  are  dispersed 
fields  without  interconnecting  roads,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  have  one  airport  servicing  all  fields.  If 
there  is  no  road,  an  airstrip  is  needed  at  least  for 
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emergency  response  but  probably  for  crew  changes 
and  supplies  also.  But  one  saltwater  treatment  plant 
could  serve  several  fields. 

In  terms  of  restricting  activity,  an  oil  field  can't 
be  shut  down  during  calving.  It's  not  feasible  from  a 
safety  consideration,  if  nothing  else.  Currently,  oil 
companies  have  a  two-weeks-on,  two-off  work 
period.  Would  a  six-week  period  during  calving  with 
no  crew  changes  be  reasonable?  Could  there  be  fewer 
grocery  deliveries  and  less  fresh  food  to  reduce 
aircraft  activity? 

This  would  reduce  air  traffic  only,  because 
people  are  not  going  to  live  at  all  drill  sites.  If  an  oil 
field  requires  more  than  one  pad,  there  has  to  be 
traffic.  Completely  shutting  down  an  oil  field  is  not 
an  option,  so  neither  is  having  no  traffic  at  all. 
Perhaps  during  the  six-week  calving  period  traffic 
could  be  restricted  to  convoys  at  the  beginning  of 
each  shift  change. 

How  effective  might  monitoring  caribou  and 
controlling  traffic  be  during  calving  season?  There 
will  still  be  traffic  when  caribou  are  not  approaching 
the  road,  and  cows  may  see  the  traffic  and  avoid  that 
area.  It  might  be  reasonable  mitigation  during  the 
summer  use/insect  relief  period,  but  perhaps  not 
effective  during  calving  season.  An  option  for 
mitigation  during  calving  is  to  design  an  oil  field  to 
restrict  the  area  and  extent  of  activity,  i.e.,  minimal 
number  of  pads,  minimal  length  of  roads,  and 
minimal  traffic.  But  these  restrictions  would  also  be 
tempered  by  economic  concerns.  The  economics  of 
these  smaller  fields  drives  what  can  be  considered  in 
designing  them. 

During  the  summer  following  calving,  it  would 
be  beneficial  to  restrict  traffic  to  <15  vehicles  per 
hour.  In  the  past,  minimizing  unnecessary  traffic  has 
been  stipulated  but  difficult  to  enforce.  In  a  sensitive 
area  like  that  around  Teshekpuk  Lake,  where  large 
aggregations  of  caribou  might  move  through  an  oil 
field,  caribou  monitoring  and  subsequent  traffic 
control  may  be  a  more  effective  and  responsive 
approach  than  broad-scale  seasonal  restrictions.  If  the 
general  location  of  caribou  is  tracked,  there  will  be 
days  when  they  won't  be  in  an  area  and  gravel 
hauling  or  other  heavy  traffic  could  be  allowed. 

A  different  problem  could  be  hunting  from  the 
road.  One  recommendation  stressed  by  Cronin,  et  al. 
(1994),  was  a  strict  prohibition  on  vehicle-based 
hunting.  As  soon  as  caribou  associate  roads  with 
hunting,  they  will  avoid  them.  Hunting  from  the  road 
by  oil  field  employees  can  be  prohibited.  That  can 
also  be  regulated  by  the  Federal  Subsistence  Board 


and  the  Board  of  Game.  The  law  already  prohibits 
shooting  from  or  along  the  driveable  surface  of  any 
road,  but  all  one  has  to  do  is  literally  step  off  the 
shoulder,  shoot  at  an  angle  away  from  the  road,  and 
it's  legal.  In  the  Swanson  River  oil  field,  USFWS  has 
a  hunting  stipulation  that  does  not  allow  people  to 
use  vehicles  within  the  field.  Hunters  can  go  into  the 
field  on  foot  and  hunt  but  can't  take  a  vehicle.  For 
NPR-A,  a  recommendation  for  no  hunting  could  be 
made  to  the  Board  of  Game  because  hunting 
exacerbates  the  whole  caribou  disturbance  issue. 

The  reaction  of  caribou  to  pipelines  may  be 
influenced  by  height,  number  of  pipes  on  a  rack,  and 
separation  from  roads.  Five  feet  between  the  ground 
and  the  bottom  of  the  pipe  at  vertical  support 
members  (VSMs)  appears  to  be  a  good  height  for  an 
elevated  pipeline.  There  are  places  over  high  terrain 
where  the  pipeline  would  be  close  to  the  ground, 
which  may  impede  caribou  movement.  However,  60 
percent  of  the  Alpine  pipeline  will  be  above  five  feet 
because  of  the  uneveness  of  the  terrain.  There  are  no 
data  to  suggest  that  caribou  benefit  from  having  the 
pipeline  six  feet  high  or  higher.  On  the  Endicott 
development,  biologists  found  no  selection  for  higher 
pipes  by  caribou.  The  frequency  of  strong  reactions 
by  caribou  to  elevated  pipe  has  decreased  over  the 
years.  There  were  some  by  the  CAH  early  on,  so 
there  may  be  a  learning  curve  for  a  herd  that  has 
never  experienced  elevated  pipeline. 

Some  question  remains  about  the  relative 
effectiveness  of  ramps  over  pipe  vs.  sections  of 
extra-  high  pipe  (eight  feet)  in  areas  identified  as 
crossing  locations.  The  latter  has  never  been  tested  as 
an  alternative,  but  there  have  been  several  studies  of 
ramps.  They  have  been  used  more  frequently  than 
expected  in  relation  to  their  availability,  but  that  may 
be  a  function  of  their  extremely  narrow  width. 
Statistically,  almost  any  use  of  those  ramps,  which 
represent  a  very  small  proportion  of  pipeline  length, 
translates  to  significantly  above-average  use.  In  terms 
of  getting  large  caribou  groups  over  pipes,  the  only 
place  where  ramps  were  effective  was  in  the  Prudhoe 
field  where  some  pipelines  are  much  lower  than  five 
feet.  The  general  conclusion  is  that  elevated  pipeline 
alone  is  sufficient  without  stipulating  ramps. 

There  is  less  experience  with  the  evaluation  of 
pipeline/road  separations.  There  has  been  one 
dedicated  study  of  that,  but  it  was  in  a  year  of  little 
mosquito  activity  so  it  was  less  conclusive  than 
desired.  Nonetheless,  the  initial  indications  were  that 
the  separation  of  pipelines  from  roads  by  >100 
meters  resulted  in  significantly  more  frequent 
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crossings.  This  separates  two  elements  of  a 
development  corridor  (road  and  pipe)  that  appear  to 
have  synergistic  effects. 

Another  consideration  is  on  which  side  of  the 
road  should  a  pipeline  be  placed.  In  the  Kuparak 
field,  when  caribou  encounter  the  pipeline  first  they 
often  hesitate  at  the  pipeline.  While  hesitating,  traffic 
would  come  by  and  cause  further  delay  or  deflection. 

A  study  in  the  Kuparak  field  in  the  late  1980s 
addressed  the  number  of  pipes  on  a  rack,  separate 
adjacent  sets  of  pipes  on  racks,  and  caribou 
crossings.  Normally,  caribou  crossing  success  has 
been  evaluated  by  looking  at  whether  or  not  caribou 
approaching  at  a  certain  distance  succeeded  in  getting 
through  to  the  other  side.  The  Kuparak  study 
involved  more  behavioral  monitoring  and  group 
sampling.  At  one  place  in  Kuparak,  there  is  one  rack 
with  several  pipes  on  the  south  side  of  a  road, 
another  rack  with  several  pipes  on  the  north  side  of 
the  road,  and  yet  a  third  rack  beside  that.  There  are 
now  caribou  trails  running  parallel  under  those  wide 
racks  of  pipes.  Ruts  are  being  formed  in  those  shaded 
areas  under  the  pipes,  which  provide  fly  relief 
habitat.  Indications  are  that  it's  more  difficult  for 
caribou  to  cross  under  the  pipes  from  one  side  to  the 
other,  but  the  data  do  not  test  this. 

A  possible  mitigation  would  be  to  bury  pipes 
under  the  roads,  which  has  been  done  in  the  Milne 
Point  field.  The  effects  of  that  on  caribou  hasn't  been 
studied,  but  it  makes  sense  from  the  standpoint  of 
mitigating  potential  delays  or  deflections  of  caribou 
crossings  in  corridors  where  pipe  must  be  adjacent  to 
the  road.  However,  it  requires  more  gravel,  a  larger 
area  of  natural  vegetation  must  be  buried,  and  oil 
spill  detection  is  more  difficult. 

The  average  roadpad  thickness  is  five  feet. 
Would  a  three-foot  roadpad  be  easier  to  cross?  Sides 
of  roads  are  ramped;  the  problem  is  not  the  physical 
barrier,  but  the  visual  barrier.  Caribou  are  more 
apprehensive  if  the  road  is  the  same  height  as  the 
pipeline  and  they  can't  see  the  other  side.  It  also 
depends  on  the  visual  topography  of  the  area. 
However,  technological  constraints  may  require  that 
five-foot  thickness  for  load-bearing  capability.  The 
problem  can  be  pardally  mitigated  by  separating 
pipeline  from  road. 

Layout  of  the  field  (whether  pipes  or  roads  run 
north-south  or  east-west)  could  also  make  a 
difference.  Caribou  movements  show  directional 
trends.  Roads  and  pipe  could  be  oriented  in  relation 
to  the  principal  direction  of  travel  by  caribou  groups 
moving  to  and  from  the  coast.  In  parts  of  the  Endicott 


corridor,  caribou  can  still  reach  insect-relief  habitat 
without  needing  to  cross  the  pipeline.  In  the 
Teshekpuk  area,  caribou  movement  is  much  more 
restricted  by  the  number  and  distribution  of  lakes. 
Except  along  the  coast,  movements  are  mostly  north- 
south  and  there  are  caribou  trails  that  seem  to  be  used 
with  great  regularity.  It  would  make  sense  to  be 
aware  of  that  and  design  any  development 
accordingly.  This  is  especially  so  between  Teshekpuk 
Lake  and  the  Kogru  River,  which  create  a  natural 
funnel  the  entire  herd  must  go  through  every  year. 
Here  it  may  be  necessary  to  bury  pipelines  under 
roads,  or  even  prohibit  all  potendal  barriers  to 
movement  in  that  area.  Some  lessons  on  caribou 
movement  have  been  learned  the  hard  way  over  the 
years  in  the  Kuparak  field.  There,  corraling  effects  of 
roads  and  pipelines  created  some  of  the  worst 
examples  of  delayed  and  deflected  movement.  Loops, 
circles  and  similar  designs  must  be  avoided. 

In  general,  mitigation  studies  have  focused  most 
on  the  insect  and  calving  seasons.  The  largest 
concern  may  be  the  calving  season.  But  for  the 
Teshekpuk  area,  on-the-ground  studies  arc  needed  to 
see  how  caribou  use  the  area  in  all  seasons.  Such 
studies  could  be  stipulated  in  lease  agreements. 

Development  of  Stipulations 

Because  caribou  movement  along  the  Beaufort 
Sea  coast  is  crucial  for  insect  relief,  it  would  be  best 
to  establish  a  zone  of  no  unnecessary  permanent 
surface  occupancy  (permanent  facilides)  within  two 
miles  of  the  coastline  (Figure  5).  A  similar  stipuladon 
was  proposed  for  the  Arctic  Nadonal  Wildlife 
Refuge  during  past  planning  efforts.  Some  facilities, 
such  as  seawater  treatment  plants,  may  be  necessary 
in  that  zone.  A  needs  assessment  would  have  to  be 
done  for  each  proposed  facility.  During  cumulative 
impacts  analyses,  future  actions  such  as  state 
offshore  lease  sales  would  have  to  be  considered. 
Since  establishment  of  this  zone  would  push 
development  inland  from  the  coast,  would  it  force 
development  into  areas  that  are  even  more  sensitive? 
Probably  not  for  caribou,  but  it  may  cause  conflicts 
with  the  needs  of  moUing  geese. 

The  roughly  1 0-mile- wide  strip  between 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  Harrison  Bay,  and  especially 
the  corridor  between  the  lake  and  Kogru  River, 
represents  an  area  critical  for  caribou  movement. 
There  are  large  caribou  trails  in  this  area.  Another 
such  area  lies  northwest  of  the  lake,  between  it  and 
Smith  Bay.  If  oil  is  discovered  in  these  areas. 
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development  should  be  designed  so  it  would  follow 
the  direction  of  caribou  movement  and  not  impede 
movement  in  any  of  these  corridors.  Perhaps  a 
general  stipulation  should  be  included  saying  that 
special  requirements  and  greater  scrutiny  may  be 
imposed  on  development  in  areas  critical  to  caribou 
movement.  Also,  some  facilities  may  have  to  be 
constructed  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  lease  that 
contains  an  oil  discovery,  if  a  critical  movement  area 
is  involved. 

It  is  easier  at  this  time  to  designate  townships 
that  encompass  these  movement  areas,  rather  than 
trying  to  identify  particular  corridors  (Figure  5).  Six 
townships  cover  the  majority  of  the  area  east  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  one  township  is  sufficient  for 
the  corridor  northwest  of  the  lake.  The  BLM  can 
work  with  industry  as  they  design  facilities,  but 
should  make  it  clear  up  front  that  there  will  be  tighter 
restrictions  on  placement  of  roads  and  facilities  in 
those  townships.  In  most  of  the  area  east  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake,  roads  should  run  in  a  north-south 
pattern,  not  east-west.  In  a  smaller  zone  within  those 
six  townships,  extending  about  four  miles  east  from 
the  eastern  shore  of  the  lake,  there  should  be  no 
permanent  surface  occupancy.  In  any  of  these  critical 
movement  areas  pipelines  may  have  to  be  buried. 

To  further  mitigate  impacts  in  summer  use  and 
insect  relief  areas,  any  elevated  pipeline  should  be  a 
minimum  of  five  feet  high  at  each  VSM,  measured 
between  the  highest  point  of  ground  and  the  bottom 
of  the  pipe.  To  reduce  the  number  of  production  pads 
and  the  resulting  network  effect,  maximum  feasible 
extended-reach  drilling  should  be  used  throughout 
the  Teshekpuk  area. 

Pipelines  and  roads  should  be  separated  to 
reduce  their  synergistic  effects  on  caribou  movement. 
The  greater  the  separation,  the  better  it  is  for  the 
caribou.  Benefits  of  separation  begin  to  show  at  300 
feet  and  improve  out  to  1 ,000  feet.  If  a  strict 
minimum  is  set.  The  BLM  may  get  into  a  corner  later 
if  the  minimum  is  not  feasible.  For  instance, 
topography  may  be  a  limiting  factor. 

Which  side  of  the  road  the  pipe  is  on  may  also 
contribute  to  the  success  of  caribou  movement.  In 
some  places  caribou  come  from  all  directions,  but  in 
other  places  there  is  one  direction  used  more 
frequently.  This  may  require  additional  studies.  For 
now  it  may  be  adequate  to  state  that  pipelines  must 
be  placed  on  the  appropriate  side  of  the  road. 

To  reduce  the  disturbance  by  vehicular  traffic  on 
calving  grounds  and  the  summer  use  area  around 
Teshekpuk  Lake,  traffic  restrictions  could  include 


convoys,  busing,  caribou  movement  monitoring,  and 
controlling  traffic  when  caribou  crossings  are 
imminent. 

The  design  and  layout  of  oil  field  development 
should  conform  to  caribou  movement  patterns  to  the 
greatest  extent  feasible.  Planners  should  consider  the 
orientation  of  linear  corridors  when  laying  out  fields 
to  address  caribou  migration  and  the  potential 
corralling  effect  of  gravel  pad  networks,  and  to  avoid 
loops  of  road  and  pipeline  that  connect  facilities. 
Such  design  planning  would  require  greater 
knowledge  of  caribou  movements.  Studies  may  be 
required,  including  mapping  of  caribou  use  areas. 

Just  one  study  would  not  be  sufficient,  because 
caribou  may  change  their  movements  in  reaction  to 
existing  structures.  As  soon  as  a  lessee  makes  a 
discovery,  they  could  begin  studies.  However,  the 
lessee  would  be  designing  the  field  right  after 
discovery,  so  with  this  scenario  the  design  would  be 
based  on  one  summer's  study  at  best.  Thorough 
biological  studies  of  caribou  movements  and  use  of 
the  area  should  be  conducted  immediately  after  oil 
and  gas  leases  are  awarded  and  prior  to  development 
plan  design,  to  determine  how  to  best  locate  facilities. 
The  lessees  should  fund  these  studies  through  a  joint 
state/federal/borough  oversight  committee. 

To  reduce  the  total  number  of  gravel  pads  in  a 
field  design,  all  facilities  except  airstrips,  docks  and 
seawater  treatment  plants  should  be  located  on  drill 
pads.  If  possible,  airstrips  should  be  integrated  with 
roads. 

To  further  reduce  disturbance  during  calving  and 
summer  use  periods,  no  seismic  activity  or 
exploratory  drilling  should  take  place  in  the 
Teshekpuk  area  from  May  1  through  September  30. 
Helicopters  could  also  represent  a  disturbance  factor 
at  this  time,  but  there  are  no  data  documenting  their 
impact  on  caribou.  Since  the  waterfowl  panel  will 
undoubtedly  address  this  issue,  it  can  be  deferred  to 
them.  Also  discussed  but  deferred  are  prohibitions  on 
all  construction  between  May  1  and  June  15,  and  on 
the  construction  of  permanent  roads  connecting 
individual  fields  to  each  other  or  to  the  road  system 
outside  NPR-A. 

In  small  operations,  it  is  likely  there  would  be 
two  or  three  pads  connected,  but  only  one  camp. 
How  much  traffic  is  involved  with  the  operation 
depends  on  the  stage  of  development.  The  number  of 
drilling  operations  drops  off  as  the  field  matures,  but 
maintenance  continues.  It  would  be  desirable  to  have 
no  traffic  during  calving,  but  given  the  economic 
reality,  keeping  it  to  a  minimum  would  be  the  best 
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possible  action.  This  could  be  accomplished  in  part 
from  May  20  through  June  20  by  limiting  traffic  to 
four  convoy  round  trips  per  day  between  facilities.  It 
could  be  further  improved  if  drilling  muds  and  other 
major  equipment,  materials  and  supplies  were  moved 
and  stored  at  work  sites  at  times  different  than  the 
calving  season,  i.e.  prior  to  and  after  May  20  through 
June  20. 

The  size  and  speed  of  vehicles  and  the  size  of 
dust  plumes  they  produce  should  also  be  limited. 
Speed  limits  from  May  20  through  June  20  could  be 
minimized  to  the  point  where  no  dust  plumes  are 
produced  and  caribou  behavior  is  not  impacted  by  the 
sight  of  large,  speeding  objects.  Perhaps  a  convoy 
could  be  led  by  a  water  truck  to  hold  down  dust. 
However,  it  would  probably  be  more  practical  just  to 
require  that  traffic  speed  be  reduced  to  1 5  mph  from 
May  20  through  June  20. 

Traffic  is  not  the  only  disturbance  factor  that  can 
cause  parturient  cows  or  cows  with  calves  to  avoid 
roaded  areas.  The  association  of  hunters  with  roads 
can  have  the  same  effect.  Hunting  by  all  oil  field 
workers  should  be  prohibited. 

Fixed-wing  aircraft  can  also  disturb  calving 
caribou.  Since  Twin  Otter  aircraft  are  currendy  found 
sufficient  for  normal  operations,  it  should  be  required 
that  between  May  20  and  June  20  the  use  of  aircraft 
larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  be  for  emergency  purposes 
only.  Aircraft  traffic  takeoffs  and  landings  should  be 
limited  to  an  average  of  one  flight  a  day  between 
May  20  and  June  20  at  aircraft  facilities,  except  for 
emergencies. 

Caribou  calf  survival  can  be  affected  by  oilfield 
development  if  predators  are  attracted  to  the  area. 
Putrescible  waste  disposal  should  be  conducted  so  as 
to  not  attract  calf  predators.  Possible  methods  for 
implemendng  this  include  bear-proof  dumpsters, 
fenced  camps,  incineration,  backhaul,  or  enclosed 
compost. 

Draft  Stipulations:  Caribou 

1 .  Any  elevated  pipeline  will  be  a  minimum  of  five 
feet  high  at  VSMs,  measured  at  VSM  between 
highest  point  of  ground  and  bottom  of  pipe. 

2.  There  will  be  a  potential  for  ramps,  buried  pipe, 
or  pipe  buried  under  the  road  where  facilities  or 
terrain  funnel  caribou  movement. 

3.  Separate  elevated  pipeline/roads  by  500  feet 
minimum,  if  feasible. 

4.  Place  the  pipeline  on  the  appropriate  side  of  the 
road  to  prevent  delay  or  deflection  of  caribou, 


depending  on  caribou  movement. 

5.  Traffic  restrictions  may  include: 

•  convoying 

•  busing 

•  caribou  movement  monitoring,  and 

•  controlling  traffic  when  caribou  crossings  are 
imminent. 

6.  Consider  orientation  of  linear  corridors  when 
laying  out  fields  to  address  migration,  corralling 
effect,  and  avoiding  loops  of  road  and/or 
pipeline  that  connect  facilities. 

7.  Biological  studies  of  caribou  movements  and  use 
of  area  will  be  conducted  prior  to  development 
plan  design,  to  determine  how  to  best  locate 
facilities.  Lessees  will  fund  these  studies  through 
a  joint  state/federal/borough  oversight  committee 
immediately  after  the  leases  are  awarded. 

8.  There  will  be  a  zone  within  two  miles  of  the 
Beaufort  Sea  coastiine  that  will  allow  only 
necessary  permanent  surface  occupancy. 
Examples  of  necessary  will  include: 

a.  a  staging  area  or  causeway  that  requires  a 
year-round  road  to  the  inland  area, 

b.  a  seawater  treatment  plant  and  associated 
pipeline  or  road,  or 

c.  a  production  pad  for  an  oil  field  that  cannot  be 
produced  from  outside  the  two-mile  zone. 

Examples  of  unnecessary  are: 

a.  airports, 

b.  camps,  and 

c.  some  processing  facilities. 

The  burden  of  proof  as  to  necessity  is  with  the  lessee. 

9.  Use  maximum  feasible  extended-reach  drilling 
for  production  drilling. 

10.  No  seismic  activity  or  exploratory  drilling  from 
May  1  through  September  30. 

1 1 .  Road  traffic  from  May  20  through  June  20  will 
be  minimized  (a  reasonable  target  would  be  four 
convoy  round  trips  per  day  between  facilities). 

1 2.  From  May  20  through  June  20,  traffic  speed  will 
be  reduced  to  15  mph. 

13.  Major  equipment,  materials,  and  supplies  will  be 
stockpiled  at  work  site  prior  to  and  after  May  20 
through  June  20  to  minimize  road  traffic. 

14.  Use  of  aircraft  larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  between 
May  20  and  June  20  will  be  for  emergency 
purposes  only. 

15.  Aircraft  traffic  takeoffs  and  landings  will  be 
limited  to  an  average  of  one  flight  a  day  between 
May  20  and  June  20  at  aircraft  facilities,  except 
for  emergencies. 

16.  Hunting  by  all  oil  field  workers  is  prohibited. 
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17.  All  facilities  except  airstrips,  docks,  and 
seawater  treatment  plants  will  be  located  on  drill 
pads. 

18.  If  possible,  airstrips  will  be  integrated  with 
roads. 

19.  Putrescible  waste  disposal  will  not  attract  calf 
predators,  by  using,  for  example,  bear-proof 
dumpsters,  fenced  camps,  incinerators,  backhaul, 
or  enclosed  compost. 

20.  A  north-south  corridor  between  Teshekpuk  Lake 
and  Kogru  Inlet  is  a  crucial  area  for  caribou 
movement. 

•  buried  pipeline 

•  zone  of  no  permanent  surface  occupancy 
extending  four  miles  east  from  eastern  shore  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake. 

21 .  Within  the  designated  crucial  areas — the 
movement  corridors  to  the  east  and  northwest  of 
Teshekpuk  Lake — facilities  placement  will 
receive  greater  scrutiny. 

22.  Encourage  off-lease  site  development  in  crucial 
areas. 

Group  Review  and  Synthesis  of 
Stipulations 

Review  of  Stipulations 

Caribou  Stipulations: 

Both  panels  reconvened  as  one  group  and 
reviewed  the  22  draft  stipulations  for  caribou.  There 
was  a  concern  that  the  height  requirement  for 
pipelines  in  #1  didn't  specifically  address  human 
(and  snowmobile)  passage  under  pipelines.  However, 
this  was  a  subsistence  issue  and  fell  outside  the 
purview  of  this  workshop. 

The  third  stipulation  contained  a  minimum 
distance  for  separation  between  pipelines  and  roads, 
but  did  not  specify  a  maximum  distance.  This  could 
be  a  concern  if  the  only  method  of  spill  monitoring 
was  visual  inspection  from  a  road-based  vehicle. 
However,  with  the  capability  of  aircraft-mounted 
radar  for  spill  monitoring  there  would  be  no  reason  to 
specify  a  maximum  distance. 

The  two-mile  coastal  buffer  referred  to  in  #8  is 
an  area  in  which  the  panel  would  prefer  to  see 
absolutely  no  development.  Since  that  may  not  be 
feasible  under  an  EIS  alternative  that  allows  leasing 
in  the  entire  area,  this  stipulation  was  developed  so 
that  the  oil  industry  would  understand  that  any 
development  plans  in  that  zone  would  be  under 
greater  scrutiny. 


The  requirement  for  maximum  feasible 
extended-reach  drilling  in  #9  was  not  tied  to  a 
specific  area.  It  was  intended  to  cover  the  entire  area 
addressed  by  this  workshop. 

The  intent  of  #13  was  to  minimize  traffic  during 
that  one-month  period  of  May  20  through  June  20. 

Watetfowl  Stipulations: 

The  buffers  referred  to  in  #5  were  intended  to 
exclude  ail  permanent  facilities  except  pipelines.  The 
features  implied  in  #9  to  screen  the  view  from  geese 
were  snow  fences  or  something  similar.  The 
restriction  described  in  #1 1  was  meant  to  apply  to  all 
animals,  including  gulls  and  ravens,  which  are  not 
covered  under  existing  law. 

The  restrictions  on  public  access  in  #2  and  #17, 
and  on  roads  in  #3,  were  developed  so  that  new 
facilities  would  not  provide  additional  access  for  the 
public.  One  concern  was  that  people  might  boat  to  a 
facility  and  then  use  the  facility's  road  system  to  get 
to  other  areas.  However,  a  road  between  fields  might 
be  less  disturbance  overall  than  separate  facilities  for 
each  small  oilfield. 

There  was  considerable  discomfort  among  the 
group  regarding  how  vague  both  sets  of  stipulations 
were  on  just  how  extensive  a  road  network  might  be 
built  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area.  It  was  obliquely 
referenced  in  #7  of  the  caribou  stipulations.  Could 
that  be  expanded  to  say  "roads  in  this  area  will  not  be 
connected  together  to  the  extent  possible"?  If  #3  of 
the  waterfowl  stipulations  was  changed  to  remove 
"molting"  so  that  it  would  apply  as  well  to  the  entire 
caribou  area,  it  might  be  the  best  that  could  be  done 
without  knowing  where  and  what  types  of 
development  would  be  needed. 

Resolution  of  Conflicts  Between  the  Sets  of 
Stipulations: 

There  was  concern  that  #1  and  #5  of  the 
waterfowl  stipulations  might  push  development  into 
areas  that  are  critical  to  caribou.  The  specific  habitat 
addressed  in  waterfowl  #1  is  immediately  adjacent  to 
lakes.  Both  #1  and  #5  of  the  waterfowl  stipulations 
need  additional  GIS  analysis  to  delineate  those  areas 
in  the  document.  There  may  not  be  an  actual  conflict. 

Waterfowl  #2  was  eliminated  since  it  was 
covered  by  #17.  Waterfowl  #16  limits  vehicle  traffic 
to  two  shift  changes  per  day,  whereas  the  caribou 
panel  suggested  no  more  than  four  round  trip 
convoys  each  day.  These  two  stipulations  address 
two  time  periods  that  barely  overlap.  During  the 
overlap  period  the  more  restrictive  should  apply.  The 
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same  could  be  done  for  seasonal  restrictions  on 
fixed-wing  aircraft  where  they  overlap  in  time  and 
area. 

Does  the  restriction  on  helicopter  flights  in 
waterfowl  stipulation  #13  mean  that  no  wildlife 
surveys  could  be  done  by  helicopter  during  that  time? 
These  stipulations  would  apply  only  to  oil  and  gas 
lessees,  not  to  agencies.  However,  there  might  be  the 
impression  of  an  unfair  double  standard;  agencies 
should  coordinate  better  in  the  future  to  ensure  that 
helicopter  flights  during  that  period  are  the  minimum 
necessary  for  mission  accomplishment. 

A  better  definition  of  prohibited  construction 
activities  should  be  included  in  waterfowl  #15.  It  was 
meant  to  limit  construction  activities  using  heavy 
equipment.  Drilling  rigs  should  be  excluded  from  the 
definition  of  heavy  equipment. 

Residual  Impacts 

The  final  goal  of  the  workshop  was  to  determine 
what  the  residual  impacts  to  wildlife  would  be,  given 
the  application  of  the  above  stipulations.  However, 
this  question  could  not  be  resolved  because  there  was 
not  adequate  quantitative  information  for  either 
caribou  or  molting  geese.  Residual  impacts  could 
only  be  described  in  a  qualitative  manner. 

Since  there  is  practically  zero  tolerance  for 
human  activity  in  a  caribou  calving  area,  the  result  of 
any  development  would  be  some  displacement  of 
calving  caribou.  The  extent  of  this  cannot  currently 
be  quantified  and  it  is  unknown  if  it  would  translate 
into  population  loss.  There  are  recent  data  from  the 
CAH  that  suggest  that  it  might. 

Neither  the  number  of  molting  geese  that  might 
be  displaced  nor  the  energetic  costs  of  that 
displacement  can  be  estimated.  In  general,  the  result 
of  development  would  be  the  disruption  of  caribou 
movements,  some  localized  displacement  of  molting 
geese  and  calving  caribou,  and  some  harassment  of 
caribou  and  geese.  Finally,  given  the  lack  of 
energetic  tolerances,  there  would  likely  be  energetic 
stress,  increased  mortality  and  decreased  productivity 
in  caribou  and  geese. 

Buffer  Widths  for  Goose  Molting  Lakes 

On  May  28,  1997,  Philip  Martin,  Anne  Morkill, 
Jack  Winters,  Dave  Yokel  and  BLM's  GIS  specialist 
Tim  Hammond  met  to  discuss  the  buffers  around 
lakes  used  by  molting  geese.  Several  assumptions 
and  guidelines  were  first  established: 


Pipelines  within  buffers  would  not  negatively 
impact  molting  geese. 

•  Goose  foraging  habitat  extends  up  to  100  m  from 
lake  edges. 

•  The  disturbance  effect  of  vehicle  traffic  lessens 
at  distances  over  400  m. 

•  No  study  has  shown  a  lessening  of  the 
disturbance  effect  of  foot  traffic  at  distance.  This 
phenomenon  has  not  been  studied  at  distances 
greater  than  1 000  m,  although  some  anecdotal 
observations  have  been  made  during  other 
studies. 

Using  GIS  technology,  several  opdons  for 
buffers  were  investigated  with  the  goals  of  providing 
geese  adequate  protection  based  on  the  above 
assumptions  while  still  allowing  the  development  of 
any  discovered  oil  fields.  The  most  reasonable 
solution  found  for  satisfying  both  goals  was  a  two- 
step  approach.  A  500  m  buffer  would  be  established 
around  all  goose  molting  lakes.  Only  pipelines  would 
be  allowed  within  that  buffer.  In  addidon,  a  1000  m 
buffer  would  be  established  around  those  lakes  that 
cumulatively  account  for  at  least  80%  of  the  molting 
brant,  and  50%  of  each  of  the  other  three  species. 
Within  the  area  between  500  m  and  1000  m  of  these 
lakes,  roads  and  production-only  pads  would  be 
allowed,  but  all  other  facilities,  including  airstrips, 
would  not.  By  the  above  goose  population  percentage 
criteria,  this  additional  buffer  was  applied  to  40  lakes 
that  account  for  83%  of  the  brant,  69%  of  the  Canada 
geese,  58%  of  the  greater  white-fronted  geese,  75% 
of  the  snow  geese  and  73%  of  all  geese  combined. 

Since  it  was  recognized  that  these  sdpulations 
might  preclude  the  development  of  some  oil  fields, 
depending  on  their  location,  depth  and  orientadon,  it 
was  decided  to  include  the  provision  that  in  such  a 
situadon  excepdons  might  be  made  by  the  BLM  in 
consultadon  with  the  USFWS. 

Development  of  a  Combined  Set  of  Stipulations 

On  June  2,  1997,  a  teleconference  to  merge  the 
caribou  and  waterfowl  sdpuladons  was  attended  by 
panelists  Jim  Craig,  Joe  Dygas,  Don  Hansen,  Philip 
Mardn,  Anne  Morkill,  Tom  Rothe,  Dick  Shideler, 
Jack  Winters  and  Dave  Yokel.  Also  pardcipadng 
were  workshop  attendees  Phyllis  Casey,  Marie 
Crosley,  Jim  Ducker,  Johanna  Munson,  Mark  Myers, 
Dick  Roberts,  Pam  Rogers  and  Curt  Wilson.  Each  of 
the  two  sets  of  sdpulations  were  separated  into 
categories  (see  below)  to  expedite  comparisons.  A 
single  set  of  sdpuladons  with  no  redundancy  and 
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presumably  no  contradictions  was  developed  from 
these.  This  list  represents  the  final  recommendations 
of  the  workshop  panelists  to  the  BLM  for  the 
management  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  area,  should  it  occur. 

The  area  that  encompasses  the  caribou  calving 
and  summer  use  areas  is  larger  than,  and  includes  in 
its  entirety,  the  area  that  encompasses  the  lakes  used 
by  molting  geese.  If  any  of  the  stipulations  listed 
below  is  meant  for  the  goose  area  only,  it  is  so  noted. 
Those  stipulations  that  are  meant  to  protect  caribou 
may  in  some  cases  increase  the  potential  impacts  to 
molting  geese,  and  vice  versa.  This  cannot  be 
ascertained  until  the  design  plans  for  a  specific 
development  project  are  drafted,  which  won't  take 
place  unless  an  economically  developable  oil  field  is 
discovered  in  the  future.  At  that  time  the  BLM,  in 
consultation  with  the  USFWS,  shall  decide  how  to 
resolve  any  conflict  between  two  or  more 
stipulations. 


Final  Workshop  Stipulations 

Biological  Studies: 

1 .  Immediately  after  leases  are  awarded,  to  allow 
completion  prior  to  development  plan  design, 
conduct  studies  of  caribou  movements  and  use 
of  the  area  to  determine  how  to  best  locate 
facilities.  Lessees  shall  fund  these  studies  in 
proportion  to  acreage  leased.  The  studies  shall  be 
designed  and  the  ensuing  work  awarded  through 
a  joint  state/federal/borough  oversight 
committee. 

Oil  Field  Design: 

2.  All  goose  molting  lakes  (Figure  6)  shall  have 
buffer  zones  of  500  m  surrounding  the  lakes. 
Within  these  buffers  no  permanent  structures, 
excluding  pipelines  (e.g.,  roads,  pads,  airstrips, 
material  sites),  shall  be  located.  High  use  lakes 
(Figure  6)  shall  have  a  1 ,000  m  buffer  zone 
within  which  no  permanent  structures,  excluding 
pipelines,  shall  be  located.  If  the  above 
restrictions  preclude  development,  exceptions 
shall  be  made  by  the  BLM  in  consultation  with 
the  USFWS.  Exceptions  may  also  be  granted  if 
other  alternatives  are  demonstrated 
environmentally  preferable. 


necessary  permanent  surface  occupancy  will  be 
permitted.  Examples  of  necessary  include,  but 
are  not  limited  to;  1)  a  staging  area  or  causeway 
that  requires  a  year-round  road  to  the  inland 
area;  2)  a  seawater  treatment  plant  and 
associated  pipeline  or  road;  3)  a  production  pad 
for  an  oilfield  that  cannot  be  produced  from 
outside  the  two-mile  zone.  Examples  of 
unnecessary  are:  1)  airports,  2)  camps,  and  3) 
some  processing  facilities.  The  burden  of  proof 
as  to  necessity  is  with  the  lessee  when  a 
development  plan  is  submitted  to  the  BLM. 

4.  There  are  two  narrow  land  corridors  between 
Teshekpuk  Lake  and  the  Beaufort  Sea 
(northwest  and  east  of  the  lake;  Figure  5)  that  are 
crucial  caribou  movement  corridors.  Within 
these  two  areas: 

a.  Facilities  placement  will  receive  greater 
scrutiny  by  BLM  during  development  plan 

design. 

b.  Off-lease  site  development  would  be 
encouraged  if  it  would  reduce  development 
within  a  crucial  area. 

c.  Burial  of  pipelines  may  be  required. 

d.  There  will  be  a  zone  of  no  permanent 
surface  occupancy  extending  four  miles 
east  from  the  eastern  shore  of  Teshekpuk 
Lake  in  the  area  between  the  lake  and 
Kogru  Inlet. 

5.  Use  maximum  feasible  extended-reach  drilling 
for  production  drilling  to  minimize  number  of 
pads  and  the  network  of  roads  between  pads. 

6.  All  facilities  except  airstrips,  docks  and  seawater 
treatment  plants  will  be  co-located  with  drill 
pads.  Exceptions  may  be  granted  or  required  by 
the  BLM,  in  consultation  with  the  USFWS,  if  a 
development  is  permitted  within  1000  m  of  a 
high-use  goose  lake. 

7.  If  possible,  airstrips  will  be  integrated  with 
roads. 

8.  Orient  linear  corridors  when  laying  out  fields  to 
address  migration  and  corralling  effects,  and  to 
avoid  loops  of  road  and/or  pipeline  that  connect 
facilities. 


3.     There  will  be  a  zone  within  two  miles  of  the 
Beaufort  Sea  coastline  (Figure  5)  in  which  only 


9.     Exploration  and  development  activities  will 

avoid  alteration  of  critical  goose  feeding  habitats 
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(grass/sedge/moss)  along  lakeshore  margins 
(Figure  3). 

10.  Facility  layout  shall  incorporate  features  (e.g., 
temporary  fences,  siting/orientation)  that 
screen/shield  human  activity  from  view  of  any 
goose  molting  lalce  within  3  km. 

1 1 .  Cross-drainage  structures  will  be  sited, 
maintained,  and  properly  abandoned  to  prevent 
impoundments  or  alteration  of  local  or  areawide 
hydrology. 

12.  Any  elevated  pipeline  will  be  a  minimum  of  5  ft 
high  at  VSMs,  measured  at  VSM  between 
highest  point  of  ground  and  bottom  of  pipe. 

13.  Ramps,  buried  pipe,  or  pipe  buried  under  the 
road  may  be  required  where  facilities  or  terrain 
funnel  caribou  movement. 

14.  Separate  elevated  pipeline  from  roads  by  500  ft 
minimum,  if  feasible.  Examples  of  where  it 
might  not  be  feasible:  narrow  land  corridor 
between  lakes;  and  where  pipe  and  road 
converge  on  a  drill  pad. 

15.  Place  the  pipeline  on  the  appropriate  side  of  the 
road  (depends  on  general  caribou  movement  in 
that  area)  to  minimize  delay  or  deflection  of 
caribou. 

Vehicle  Traffic: 

16.  Traffic  restrictions  will  be  required  from  May  20 
to  Aug  20: 

a.  May  20  through  June  20: 

1.  Traffic  speed  will  be  reduced  to  15  mph. 

2.  Traffic  minimized  (a  reasonable  target 
would  be  four  convoy  round  trips  per  day 
between  facilities).  Nonessential 
operations  requiring  vehicles  shall  be 
suspended  during  this  time  period. 

b.  May  20  through  August  1 : 

1 .  Caribou  movement  monitoring 
2.Traffic  cessation  when  caribou  crossings 
are  imminent. 

c.  May  20  through  August  20: 

1.  Convoying 

2.  Busing  of  personnel 

d.  June  21  through  August  20  (goose  area 
only;  Figure  2): 

1 .  traffic  minimized  (a  reasonable  target 


would  be  four  convoy  round  trips  per  day 
between  facilities).  Nonessential 
operations  requiring  vehicles  shall  be 
suspended  during  this  time  period. 

17.  Major  equipment,  materials  and  supplies  will  be 
stockpiled  at  each  worksite  prior  to  and  after  the 
period  May  20  through  June  20  to  minimize  road 
traffic. 

Aircraft  Traffic: 

18.  Use  of  aircraft  larger  than  a  Twin  Otter  from 
May  20  through  August  20  will  be  for 
emergency  purposes  only. 

19.  Helicopter  overtlights  within  the  goose  molting 
area  (Figure  2)  will  be  suspended  from  June  15 
through  August  20. 

20.  Fixed-wing  aircraft  take-offs  and  landings  will 
be  limited  to  an  average  of  one  flight  a  day  from 
May  20  through  June  20  at  aircraft  facilities. 
Within  the  goose  molting  area  (Figure  2),  fixed- 
wing  aircraft  flight  shall  be  further  restricted 
from  June  15  to  August  20: 

a.  limited  to  2  round-trip  flights/week; 

b.  restricted  to  flight  corridors  established  by 
BLM  in  consultation  with  the  USFWS. 
Human  safety  and  emergencies  take 
precedence  over  these  restrictions. 

Garbage: 

21 .  The  handling  and  disposal  of  putrescible  waste 
shall  be  accomplished  in  a  manner  to  prevent  the 
attraction  of  wildlife. 

Other  Activity: 

22.  No  seismic  activity  or  exploratory  drilling  from 
May  1  through  September  30. 

23.  Water  extraction  from  lakes  used  by  molting 
geese  (Figure  2)  shall  not  alter  hydrological 
conditions  that  could  adversely  affect  identified 
goose  feeding  habitat  along  lakeshore  margins. 

24.  Major  construction  activities  (e.g.,  sand/gravel 
extraction  and  transport,  pad  construction,  but 
not  drilling)  shall  be  suspended  in  the  goose 
molting  area  (Figure  2)  from  June  15  through 
August  20  unless  approved  by  the  BLM. 

25.  Off -pad  activity,  including  humans  on  foot. 
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shallbe  prohibited  in  the  goose  molting  area 
(Figure  2)  from  June  15  through  August  20 
except  in  emergencies,  unless  approved  by  the 
BLM. 


1991  Endicott  Environmental  Monitoring 
Program  Final  Report.  Snow  Goose.  Final  report 
prepared  by  SAIC,  Anchorage,  AK,  for  U.S. 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Anchorage,  AK.  v.p. 


26.  Feeding  of  wildlife  (including  gulls  and  ravens) 
shall  be  prohibited. 

27.  Hunting  by  lessees'  employees  and/or  by 
employees  of  lessees'  agents,  contractors  and 
subcontractors  shall  be  prohibited. 

28.  Public  access  to  goose  molting  areas  by  way  of 
or  through  the  use  of  oil  field  facilities  shall  be 
prohibited. 

Oil  Field  Abandonment: 

29.  Roads,  airstrips  and  other  gravel  fill  shall  be 
removed  upon  field  abandonment  so  as  to  render 
them  unusable  for  enhanced  access  into  the  area. 
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Appendix  A 

Teshekpuk  Lake  Area 

Development  Questions 

The  questions  below  refer  to  an  assumed 
economically  viable  oil  field  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
area.  This  is  the  northern  portion  of  the  NPR-A 
planning  area,  bordered  by  the  Ikpikpuk  River  on  the 
west,  the  Beaufort  Sea  on  the  north  and  east,  and 
approximately  north  latitude  70  degrees,  20  minutes, 
on  the  south. 

Oil  field  Design 

•  What  level  of  processing  would  be  needed?  For 
example,  will  CPFs,  Water-flood  STPs,  CGFs, 
etc.  be  needed,  or  could  enhanced  recovery  be 
handled  from  the  Kuparuk  or  Alpine  field?  How 
much  development  triggers  necessity  for  these 
facilities?  What  are  the  considerations  in 
locating  processing  facilities  remote  from 
production  pads? 

•  Would  oil  field  support  infrastructure  similar  to 
Deadhorse  be  required?  If  not,  how  would 
support  services  (e.g.,  mud  contractors,  tool 
services,  logging  and  cementing)  be  provided? 
How  much  development  triggers  a  requirement 
for  a  service  center  in  NPR-A?  Would  the 
industry  look  to  private  sources  (for  example  a 
KIC-type  development  on  Arctic  Slope  Regional 
Corporation  land)  for  support  service  center? 

•  Under  what  circumstances  would  a  dock  or  other 
facilities  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  be 
considered?  Address  two  scenarios:  onshore 
development  within  the  NPR-A  planning  area 
and  potential  offshore  development. 

•  Would  a  jet  airport  be  required,  or  could 
transportation  needs  be  met  with  a  smaller 
runway  or  with  no  airport? 

•  How  would  other  drainages  (e.g..  Fish  Creek)  be 
crossed? 

•  How  feasible  is  the  use  of  horizontal  drilling 
(sensu  Niakuk)  to  reduce  pad  density?  What 
factors  (e.g.,  geological,  economic)  affect  pad 
density  and  the  potential  use  of  horizontal  and 
directional  drilling? 


•  Is  an  oilfield  without  inter-  and  intra-connecting 
roads  feasible? 

•  What  are  the  trade-offs  on  elevating  a  pipeline  8 
ft  instead  of  5  ft? 

•  Given  the  experience  on  the  Badami  project,  are 
buried  pipelines  feasible? 

•  Would  existing  DEW-line  sites  at  Kogru  and 
Lonely  be  given  priority  as  sites  for  oil  and  gas 
facilities? 

Operations 

Three  levels  of  "reduced  activity"  are 
conceivable: 

•  Complete  shut-in  during  the  caribou 
calving/insect-relief  and  goose  molting  periods 
(May  through  mid-August). 

•  Remote  operation  of  production  wells,  with  no 
human  on-site  except  in  emergency. 

•  Minimally  staffed  production  sites,  with 
reductions  in  access  (aircraft  and  vehicular)  and 
suspension  of  drilling,  well  maintenance  (e.g., 
work-overs)  and  other  high-disturbance 
activities. 

Compare  the  pros  and  cons  of  these  scenarios. 
What  sorts  of  seasonal  shut-down  or  activity 
restrictions  are  feasible  for  constructing  and 
operating  oil  fields?  What  risks/costs  are  entailed  in 
remote  operation  of  production  wells?  If  production 
wells  are  not  road-accessible,  would  there  be  a  need 
to  have  operators  flown  in  and  out  during  the  June- 
July  period?  Is  it  possible  to  house  a  small  crew  on 
the  pad  and  commute  from  a  remote  site?  How  often 
would  crews  change  out?  What  are  the 
safety/environmental  risks  associated  with  lack  of 
road  access? 

•  Would  industry  close  the  oilfields  to  public 
access? 

•  How  could  solid  waste  collection,  storage, 
transfer  and  disposal  be  handled  to  eliminate 
access  to  garbage  by  wildlife  (bears,  wolves, 
foxes,  gulls,  ravens)  that  may  result  in  localized 
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high  populations  of  these  predators?  What  can 
be  done  to  improve  current  practices,  and  to 
enforce  existing  regulations? 

Where  will  gravel  for  construction  come  from? 
Are  there  alternatives  (e.g.,  sand)  that  are 
feasible? 

What  restoration  strategies  would  be  considered 
upon  cessation  of  use,  especially  considering  the 
importance  of  reduced  human  presence  in  the 
area,  long-term? 

Would  industry  consider  sharing  seismic  data 
gathered  from  one  program,  to  avoid  multiple 
seismic  operations  over  the  same  area? 
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Appendix  B 

Molting  Geese  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 

Area 

and  Migratory  Birds  of  tlie  Arctic  Coastal 

Plain 

(From  surveys  conduced  by  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service,  Migratory 

Bird  Management,  Fairbanks,  Alaska) 


Aerial  surveys  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  (ACP 
have  been  conducted  intermittently  since  1977. 
Emphasis  has  been  on  waterfowl  and  related 
waterbird  species.  Initial  surveys  on  the  NPR-A  were 
conducted  by  Rodney  King  during  1977  and  1978 
and  resumed  on  all  waterbird  habitats  on  the  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain  in  1986.  These  surveys  documented  the 
importance  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  to  northern 
pintail,  oldsquaw,  scoter  and  eider  ducks  as  well  as 
white-fronted  geese,  tundra  swan  and  loons.  From 
1982  to  present,  aerial  survey  have  also  been 
conducted  on  selected  lakes  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake 
area.  These  annual  surveys  during  mid-July  have 
documented  the  continued  use  by  molting  black 
brant,  greater  white-fronted  gcesc,  Canada  geese  and 
lesser  snow  geese.  These  surveys  across  the  Alaska 
Arctic  continue  to  record  the  importance  of  the  area 
to  many  breeding  and  molting  migratory  birds. 

The  annual  survey  of  molting  geese  in  the 
Teshekpuk  Lake  area  has  documented  a  1 5-year 
mean  of  17,600  black  brant,  13,000  Canada  geese, 
7,000  greater  white-fronted  geese  and  200  lesser 
snow  geese.  Total  average  goose  use  for  the  199  lake 
areas  surveyed  is  38,000  annually.  This  data 
emphasizes  the  importance  of  the  area  not  only 
locally,  but  continentally. 

Arctic  Coastal  Plain  survey  lines  have  been 
positioned  to  give  statistically  valid  samples  that 
verify  the  importance  of  arctic  areas  to  migratory 
birds.  The  current  1 1-year  survey  has  documented  an 
average  of  230,000  Northern  pintail,  122,000 
oldsquaw,  32,000  scaup,  12,000  scoter,  and  more 
than  20,000  eider  ducks,  as  well  as  105,000  greater 
white-fronted  geese,  8,000  tundra  swan  and  more 
than  30,000  loons.  Significant  proportions  of  these 
species  habitually  use  the  NPR-A  and  the  Northeast 
Planning  Area.  It  is  incumbent  that  these  habitats  are 
identified  and  their  integrity  preserved  for  continued 
use  by  all  migratory  birds. 
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Introduction:    The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  is  preparing  an  Integrated  Activity  Plan  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (lAP/EIS)  for  the  northeast  portion  of  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  (NPR-A).  The 
BLM  convened  an  intergovernmental  panel  of  technical  specialists  and  community  representatives  on  August  19-21, 
1 997,  in  Nuiqsut  to  listen  to  community  concerns  about  the  potential  for  oil  exploration,  development,  and 
production  activities  in  the  4.6-  million  acre  northeast  planning  area.  The  workshop  panel's  task  was  to  develop 
recommendations  for  BLM's  consideration  to  protect  subsistence  users  and  uses  in  the  planning  area.  The  BLM  will 
evaluate  the  recommendations  in  light  of  administrative  and  legal  constraints  and  incorporate  a  set  of  adopted 
recommendations  into  the  Draft  lAP/EIS  for  public  review  and  comment.  These  proceedings  summarize  public 
comments  heard  during  three  community  meetings  in  Nuiqsut  and  Barrow,  panel  discussions  and  brainstorming 
ideas,  and  final  recommendations. 

Background;  On  February  13,  1997,  BLM  published  aNodce  of  Intent  (Notice)  to  prepare  the  Northeast  NPR-A 
lAP/EIS.  The  Minerals  Management  Service  (MMS)  was  engaged  by  BLM  to  assist  in  preparing  the  lAP/EIS.  In 
addition  to  initiating  a  public  scoping  period  to  identify  issues  for  the  environmental  analysis,  BLM  and  MMS 
sponsored  an  NPR-A  Symposium  on  April  16.-18,  1997,  to  review  the  most  current  information  on  resources  and 
their  uses  in  the  planning  area  and  the  potential  impacts  that  may  be  incurred  from  various  land  use  activities  (MMS, 
1997).  More  than  two  dozen  speakers  from  various  government  agencies,  academia,  industry,  and  private  consulting 
companies  gave  presentations  during  the  3-day  symposium  held  in  Anchorage,  which  was  open  to  the  public  and 
attended  by  more  than  1 30  people.  Panelists  of  the  North  Slope  Village  Subsistence  and  Socioeconomics  section 
made  several  recommendations  concerning  subsistence  as  a  critical  issue  to  be  addressed  in  the  lAP/EIS  (George, 
1997),  including  one  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  current  Federal  and  State  subsistence  mitigating  measures 
associated  with  oil  exploration,  development,  and  production  activities  and  to  determine  if  additional  measures  were 
needed  to  adequately  protect  subsistence  users,  uses,  and  resources.  The  BLM  consequentiy  convened  two 
workshops,  one  to  develop  stipulations  for  waterfowl  and  caribou  resources  in  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  area  and  a 
second  to  specifically  address  subsistence  uses  and  users  in  the  planning  area.  These  proceedings  resulted  from  the 
second  workshop. 

The  Teshekpuk  Lake  Waterfowl/Caribou  Impact  Analysis  Workshop  was  held  May  21-22,  1997,  in  Fairbanks  to 
provide  BLM  with  various  recommendations  for  effective  design  features,  seasonal  closures,  and  surface  occupancy 
restrictions  in  areas  critical  to  waterfowl  and  caribou  (BLM,  1997).  While  these  recommendations  addressed 
important  subsistence  resources,  subsistence  users,  uses,  and  access  were  important  elements  that  were  not  addressed 
during  the  first  workshop.  Staff  from  BLM,  MMS,  State  of  Alaska,  and  NSB  subsequentiy  held  several  meetings  in 
June  and  July  1 997  to  discuss  proposals  for  a  second  workshop  specifically  addressing  subsistence.  Key  points  of 
consensus  were  that  a  subsistence  workshop  should  be  held  as  early  as  feasible  during  the  planning  process  to 
incorporate  findings  into  the  draft  lAP/EIS,  and  that  the  workshop  should  take  place  on  the  North  Slope  to  facilitate 
input  by  local  communities  that  practice  customary  and  traditional  subsistence  activities  in  the  planning  area.  The 
workshop  was  subsequentiy  scheduled  for  August  19-21,  1997,  in  Nuiqsut,  with  public  meetings  scheduled  in 
Nuiqsut  and  Barrow. 

Workshop  Format:  A  13-member,  intergovernmental  panel  of  technical  experts  and  community 
representatives  was  established  to  achieve  the  goals  of  the  workshop.  Members  were  selected  based  on  their 
knowledge  of  subsistence  resources  and  uses  on  the  North  Slope  with  input  from  local  community  members.  Due  to 
the  legal  requirements  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  and  the  Unfunded  Mandates  Reform  Act  of 
1995  (which  amended  FACA),  the  panel  had  to  be  comprised  of  elected  officials  or  their  designees.  Designees  were 
employees  of  Federal,  Stale,  local  or  federally  recognized  tribal  governments.  Community  representatives  were 
employed  by  the  NSB  and  also  represented  their  communities  on  the  NSB's  Fish  and  Game  Management 
Committee.  Because  of  the  legal  hnriitations,  the  workshop  agenda  also  included  public  sessions  so  that  the  general 
community  (individuals  and  representatives  that  do  not  directiy  represent  government  agencies)  could  provide  the 
panel  with  input  on  the  topic.  The  panel  below  considered  the  public  comments  during  their  discussions  on 
developing  management  practices  and  design  features  for  protecting  subsistence  uses  and  activities. 

BLM  Wildlife/Subsistence  -  Dave  Yokel 

MMS  Socioeconomic  Analysis  -  Michael  Batfrey 

MMS  EIS  Team  Representative  -  Paul  Stang 

ADF&G  Division  of  Wildlife  Conservation  -  Geoff  Carroll 
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ADF&G  Division  of  Subsistence  -  Sverre  Pedersen 

NSB  Department  of  Wildlife  Management/Biology-  Craig  George 

NSB  Department  of  Wildlife  Management/Subsistence  -  Harry  Brower,  Jr. 

NSB  Department  of  Planning  and  Community  Services  -  Jon  Dunham 

Inupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope  -  Gordon  Upicksoun 

Barrow  Representative  -  Arnold  Brower,  Jr. 

Nuiqsut  Representative  -  Mark  Ahmakak 

Atqasuk  Representative  -  James  Kignak,  Sr. 

Anaktuvuk  Pass  Representative  -  Thomas  RuUand  (alternate:  Dorothy  Hopson) 

A  workshop  participant  list  is  included  at  the  end  of  the  proceedings.  The  public  meetings  and  panel  discussions 
were  facilitated  by  Peggy  Fox.  Workshop  planning  and  logistics  were  coordinated  by  Anne  Morkill  witli  assistance 
from  Johanna  Munson.  Staff  support  was  provided  by  Kelly  Mahoney.  Arnold  Brower,  Jr.  interpreted  during  the 
public  meetings  in  Nuiqsut  and  Barrow.  The  public  meetings  were  announced  in  an  Arctic  Sounder  newspaper 
advertisement  and  on  KBRW  Barrow  public  radio  station.  Fliers  were  distributed  to  various  government  agencies, 
community  and  regional  organizations,  industry,  and  environmental  groups  in  all  North  Slope  communities, 
Fairbanks,  and  Anchorage.  The  public  meetings  and  panel  discussions  were  electronically  recorded,  and  the  panel's 
presentation  in  Barrow  was  broadcast  regionally  on  KBRW. 

Nuiqsut  Public  Meeting:  The  NPR-A  Subsistence  Impact  Analysis  Workshop  began  with  a  public  meeting  on 
the  evening  of  August  19,  1997,  at  the  Kisik  Community  Center  in  Nuiqsut.  Approximately  20  to  25  community 
residents  attended  and  presented  information  about  subsistence  activities  and  concerns  about  potential  oil  and  gas 
leasing  activities  in  the  planning  area.  Their  corajnents  are  summarized  as  follow': 


Eighteen  months  is  too  short  to  study  impacts  on  subsistence  and  protect  resources  and  activities. 

Boundaries  for  planning  area  too  large,  appear  to  have  changed.  Cover  whole  subsistence  area  used  by 

Nuiqsut. 

How  can  we  prevent  what  is  happening  along  the  Haul  Road  to  caribou  and  other  wildlife  -  killed  by 

vehicles. 

Community  is  dependent  on  resources  and  access  to  those  resources.  Tired  of  telling  government  tlie  same 

information  for  years.  Life  will  be  hindered.  We  have  been  adversely  affected  and  it  will  get  worse.  We 

continue  to  come  and  discuss  issues,  but  they  don't  change.  Very  hard  to  live  when  two-thirds  of 

community  is  suffering  because  animals  and  fish  are  reducing  -  taken  away,  sick,  don't  come  any  more. 

Wants  to  know  when  children  will  be  able  to  hunt,  continue  to  hunt  where  will  they  go. 

Want/demand  employment  for  community  residents  -  should  be  a  preference.  When  hired  given  lowest 

skill  jobs. 

What  kind  of  future  will  our  young  people  have  -  what  to  look  forward  to  -  job  opportunities?  When 

subsistence  is  taken  away,  what  else  do  they  have?  Must  be  able  to  feed  families.  Many  hardships  -  not 

enough  jobs. 

Changes  in  animals  are  being  experienced  -  although  fat  is  good,  taste  is  different.  Fish  are  showing  sU-ange 

things,  taste  is  different.  Believe  it  is  from  contaminants. 

Helicopter  use  is  affecting  our  ability  to  hunt.  Hovering  over  animals.  No  discussion  about  where  they  will 

be  -  no  communication  about  where  people  are  going  -  dangerous,  accidents  can  happen  and  we  don't  want 

that.  Not  appropriate  to  not  let  us  know  where  they  will  be. 

Caribou  are  being  turned  when  people  are  hunting. 

Landing  sites  for  helicopter  should  be  known,  designated  -  so  residents  can  plan  and  know  what  to  expect 

and  minimize  effect  on  caribou. 

Scientists  need  to  share  what  they  learn  about  our  land  and  resources  -  we  find  strange  things  [growths]  on 

fish,  etc.,  want  to  know  what  is  going  on. 

Are  impact  funds  available  for  Nuiqsut?  Can  tliey  be  directed  towiirds  community  -  most  impacted?   State 

can  grant  funds  to  offset  impacts. 


"""  Comments  were  summarized  on  flipcharts  and  electronically  recorded  during  the  public  meefings. 
Complete  transcripts  are  available  upon  request  from  BLM. 
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Community  is  already  impacted  -  wiiy  do  we  have  to  apply  for  a  grant? 

At  certain  times  fish  disappear,  contaminants  destroy  habitat,  displace  fish.  Smoke  has  removed  and  scared 

caribou.  They  run  away  -  feel  threatened.  Abnormal  events  affecting  their  harvest. 

Migration  of  caribou  may  be  altered  near  development,  during  seismic  testing.  Waterfowl  may  be  affected 

by  oil  slicks.  Don't  know  why  ptarmigan  are  missing  -  contaminants?  Pipeline  may  obstruct  movement  of 

animals  -  look  at  known  migration  patterns. 

Alternatives  don't  provide  for  protecting  a  human  life. 

If  development  occurs  there  should  be  no  boundary  identified  to  prohibit  subsistence  -  want  coexistence 

between  development  and  subsistence  activities  -  leave  it  open. 

Too  high  value  being  put  on  animals,  birds  and  fish,  and  not  enough  on  humans. 

Don't  feel  listened  to  -  for  29  years  saying  same  thing  -  for  example  -  musk  ox.  Don't  see  information  being 

used. 

Influx  of  muskox  makes  caribou  move.  Need  to  manage  musk  ox  to  enhance  caribou,  see  them  as  serious 

threat  to  caribou,  main  resource  for  North  Slope. 

Preferred  hunting  area  for  wolf  and  caribou  near  Ikpikpuk  River  and  Teshekpuk  Lake  -  will  reduce  hunting 

opportunity.  If  drilling,  go  west  of  Ikpikpuk  River  -  not  most  preferred  area. 

Mounds  of  gravel  and  pads  impact  land  -  don't  want  them  left. 

Don't  want  mass  development  to  extent  seen  at  Prudhoe  Bay. 

Exploration  take  place  west  of  Ikpikpuk  River. 

Previously  (back  to  1930's)  there  were  many  more  animals.  Now  that  there  are  muskox,  have  to  go  hunt 

further  to  get  caribou.  Caribou  are  not  coming  to  traditional  hunting  areas. 

Need  to  protect  family's  use  of  traditional  areas  -  protect  allotment  areas. 

Want  subsistence  oversight  panel  to  oversee  oil  and  gas  activities  -  not  to  take  away  any  agency's  authority, 

but  to  monitor  and  communicate  concerns  with  recommendations.  Want  NPR-A  team  to  recommend  the 

oversight  panel  -  funding  is  critical  to  assure  its  success. 

Community  is  soliciting  funding  for  Kuukpik  oversight  panel  -  $60,000  is  not  enough.  Incorporation  papers 

and  bylaws  are  being  drafted. 

Want  guarantee  that  existing  camps  and  related  subsistence  use  areas  are  protected  -  not  taken  away  and 

told  to  move  by  government. 

Use  Alpine  oversight  panel  to  cover  NPR-A. 

Prefer  that  traditionally  used  areas  be  excluded  from  development. 

Get  educational  material  to  community  on  how  to  apply  for  grants  to  obtain  impact  funds. 

Panel  Discussions  in  Nuiqsut:  The  workshop  panelists  reconvened  at  the  Kisik  Community  Center  on 
August  20,  1 997,  to  discuss  the  information  they  heard  from  Nuiqsut  residents  the  previous  evening,  to  review 
sample  subsistence  stipulations  from  previous  State  and  Federal  leasing  programs,  and  to  begin  drafting  management 
practices  and  design  features  for  protecting  subsistence  users  and  uses.  Panelists  began  by  sharing  their  impressions 
about  what  they  heard  expressed  by  Nuiqsut  residents: 

•  They  feel  that  18  months  is  too  short. 

•  Community  needs  assistance  with  grant  writing. 

•  Community  is  tired  of  meetings  and  giving  same  information. 

•  Community  wants  to  increase  hunter  access. 

•  Community  wants  to  protect  existing  access. 

•  They  feel  frusfration  with  increasing  restriction  on  access. 

•  Extremely  thoughtful  comments  and  repetition  of  basic  concerns. 

•  Lack  of  human  resource  in  community  to  analyze  documents  and  represent  local  concerns.  The  NSB  needs 
to  provide  assistance. 

•  Cominunity  wants  to  be  assured  of  protection  of  basic  subsistence  lifestyle.  Theme  continues  to  be 
paramount  over  years  -  should  be  foundation  of  all  mitigation.  Community  doesn't  have  resources  to 
influence  policy  or  take  advantage  of  opportunity  for  funding,  such  as  grants. 

•  Northeast  corner  is  rich  in  subsistence  resources  and  community  wants  it  protected.  Have  used  resources 
consistently. 

•  Can  we  establish/identify  some  overall  guiding  principles  and  use  as  criteria  or  check  points  to  assure 
protection. 
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•  Must  demonstrate  we  are  sincere  in  trying  to  protect  community  relationship  with  the  land. 

•  Some  issues  cannot  be  dealt  with  by  this  panel  -  need  to  tell  community  honestly  about  that  and  help  them 
to  get  resolution  to  extent  possible. 

•  They  gave  a  sense  of  being  overwhelmed  by  external  influences  and  events. 

•  Whatever  mitigation  we  develop  needs  to  continue  over  time,  responsive  to  continuing  concerns  or  new 
conflicts  tliat  evolve. 

•  Community  feels  it  is  a  victim,  not  a  participant.  Over  years,  faces  and  names  and  proposals  change,  but 
concerns  aren't  met.  Need  opportunity  to  participate  in  what  goes  on  around  them  -  must  set  stage  for  that  to 
happen.  Need  to  be  able  to  influence  planning  process  and  continue  into  leasing. 

•  Record  keeping  must  be  done.  Lot  of  work  has  been  done  relative  to  community,  but  it  is  not  generally 
available.  Need  library  or  other  mechanism  be  established  as  a  central  repository,  made  available  to  people 
aren't  coming  out  to  gather  it  again. 

•  Need  to  rethink  our  current  process  with  these  meetings  -  to  gather  information  from  public.  Need  to 
synthesize  what  we  know  and  go  and  ask  pointed  question  or  test  ideas  that  go  beyond  what  we  already 
know. 

•  Toxic  substances  in  food  chain  is  a  strongly  held  perception  that  must  be  addressed. 

•  Biologists  need  to  share  information  about  what  they  are  doing,  learning,  where  they  go,  etc.  Mechanism 
needed  to  improve  communication  while  being  cooperative  and  avoiding  intrusion. 

•  People  feel  90%  of  subsistence  use  is  in  NE  Planning  Area  -  want  development  left  to  occur  outside  this 
area. 

•  Must  assist  connmunity  with  getting  funds. 

•  Must  assist  with  getting  younger  people  education  and  employment. 

•  Don't  want  impacts  seen  from  Prudhoe  Bay. 

•  Firearms  prohibition  must  be  addressed.  Example  of  restrictions  and  requirements  that  are  unacceptable  to 
residents. 

•  Animals  are  being  affected,  their  movement  is  restricted  as  well  as  humans. 

•  Community  doesn't  want  limits  on  access  to  funding  -  should  get  whatever  amount  is  needed. 

•  Must  look  at  cumulative  impacts  of  other  existing  leasing  and  future  leasing  and  development. 

•  Need  a  better  way  of  documenting  what  is  said  -  and  maintaining  information,  perhaps  within  the 
community  affected. 

•  Need  to  distinguish  between  what  can  be  resolved  and  what  can't.  Put  lot  of  effort  on  getting  resolution 
quickly. 

•  Write  down  clearly  how  to  get  impact  funds  and  make  widely  available  and  "user  friendly." 

•  Government  keeps  coming  back  until  community  is  worn  down  and  gives  up.  Asked  to  trust  government 
but  they  are  seeing  impacts  the  government/industry  said  wouldn't  happen. 

•  No  matter  what,  they  always  have  to  fight  to  protect  subsistence  rights. 

•  Need  oversight  panel  and  get  it  funded. 

•  Challenge  to  government  is  follow-through,  feedback,  ongoing  communication  -  need  better  working 
relationships  with  communities. 

•  Muskox  is  analogous  to  oil  industry. 

•  Community  wants  road  to  Colville;  gas  piped  for  community  use;  animal  husbandry. 

•  Something  has  to  come  out  that  can  be  useful,  helpful  for  people  to  live  by. 

•  Need  to  empower  local  subsistence  advisory  panel. 

The  panel  was  presented  with  sample  subsistence  stipulations  from  various  Federal  and  State  oil  and  gas  leasing 
programs  and  a  set  of  subsistence  stipulations  drafted  by  MMS  and  BLM  staff  (with  preliminary  input  from  the  NSB 
and  State  of  Alaska)  as  a  starting  point  for  discussion.  In  addition,  draft  lease  stipulations  from  the  preliminary  draft 
NPR-A  lAP/EIS  that  address  various  surface  resources  and  issues  were  provided  to  the  panel.  The  panel 
subsequenfly  addressed  four  main  topics  related  to  subsistence:  advisory  panel,  access,  traditional  land  use  sites,  and 
monitoring.  Additional  topics,  such  as  cumulative  impacts,  were  discussed  as  well.  The  following  notes  were 
preliminary  ideas  brainstormed  by  the  panel,  by  topic: 

1 .  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 

Purpose/Responsibilities 

-  Enhance  subsistence  livelihood  in  light  of  NPR-A  development. 

-  Keep  community  informed  about  regulations  and  management  authority. 
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-  First  line  conflict  resolution. 

-  Advise  BLM  in  its  handling  of  development  in  NPR-A  to  assure  least  possible  impact  on  subsistence. 

-  Establishment  of  historic  trends  and  subsistence  use  patterns  and  monitor  effects  of  development. 

-  Identify  potential  conflicts. 

-  Provide  recommendations  concerning  planning,  research,  monitoring,  and  assessment  activities  needed 
to  facilitate  responsible  development  of  the  northeast  portion  of  NPR-A. 

-  Planning  -  panel  works  with  BLM  in  planning  development  process. 

-  Membership  -  interagency  including  community  representatives. 

-  Form  panel  as  early  as  possible  following  decisions  on  options  discussed  in  lAP/EIS. 

-  Where  does  potential  lessee  fit  in?  Invited  to  participate  in  lAP/EIS  process  same  as  other  interested 
parties.  Industry  and  panel  would  interact  when  proposal  to  do  exploration  and/or  development  is 
received. 

-  Membership  of  panel  should  be  limited  to  local  residents  (most  directly  affected)  -  Nuiqsut,  Barrow, 
Atqasuk,  Anaktuvak  Pass. 

-  Work  with  industry  as  early  as  possible. 

-  Keep  adjoining  communities  informed. 

-  Need  repository  of  information  available  to  advisory  panel.  Need  authority  to  solicit  information  and 
request  analysis. 

-  Agencies  monitoring  lessee  must  be  required  to  respond  to  recommendations  of  panel. 

-  Continuity  and  consistency  in  collection  of  information  and  it' s  use  among  several"  subsistence  advisory 
panels.  Clearinghouse  function  look  at  all  activities  affecting  subsistence. 

-  Kuukpik  oversight  panel  covers  same  concerns  by  same  local  residents  -  recommend  using  that  body  and 
agreement  to  serve  NPR-A. 

-  Kuukpik  Oversight  Panel  mission  statement  appears  to  address  all  the  concerns  and  ideas  identified  for 
the  NPR-A  subsistence  advisory  panel. 

-  Concern  for  how  all  advisory  panel  and  agencies  inter-relate  how  research  is  done  and  used. 
Authority 

-  Would  derive  from  FACA. 

-  Panel  would  make  recommendations  to  BLM. 
Membership 

-  Make  as  broad  as  possible  to  help  assure  panel  recommendations  are  more  likely  to  be  acceptable  to 
BLM. 

-  Regulatory  agencies  including  tribal  organizations. 

-  Consider  using  Kuukpik  Oversight  Panel  to  address  issues  on  NPR-A? 
Funding 

-  [Public  Law]  93-638. 


2.  Access 


As  development  occurs,  access  to  traditional  areas  needs  to  be  protected. 
BLM  has  a  legal  responsibility  to  provide  reasonable  access: 

a)  tiree  passage  for  subsistence  users  through  development  areas.  Industry  cannot  deny  access  and 
all  facilities  need  to  be  designed  to  minimize  physical  barriers  to  passage; 

b)  allow  subsistence  harvest  activities  within  development  areas; 

c)  need  to  address  how  we  will  manage  firearm  use  in  development  areas  (may  or  may  not  be 
issue  at  this  time). 

Orientation/education  of  security  personnel  as  to  traditional  uses  and  access  needs  by  subsistence  users. 

Access  and  firearms  go  hand  in  hand  =  hunting. 

Need  to  be  able  to  go  where  the  animals  are. 

Information  needs  to  be  disseminated  to  community  in  news  letters,  radios,  provide  signs  (possibly  in 

two  languages). 

Permittees  or  lessees  in  conducting  their  activities  cannot  restrict  subsistence  user  access. 

Adopt  Alpine  stipulation  on  access.  Conflicts  with  proposed  NPR-A  stipulation  "Public  access  to  goose 

molting  areas  by  way  of  or  through  the  use  of  oilfield  facilities  is  prohibited  (under  Alternative  E)".  Is 

there  a  conflict?  Possible  item/issue  for  advisory  panel. 

Considerable  amount  of  research  needed  to  document  traditional  access.  Some  of  it  is  a  matter  of 

compiling  and  analysis. 
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3.  Traditional  Land  Use  Sites 

-  Draft  Management  Practices/Stipulations  Sec  4  appears  to  cover  concerns  on  traditional  land  use  sites. 

-  No  restrictions  on  accessing  and  using  traditional  land  use  sites. 

-  Traditional  land  use  sites  (diverse)  need  to  be  inventoried  and  protected.  Panel  could  assist  in  issues 
around  sites  as  they  develop. 

-  Traditional  Land  use  sites  must  be  protected.  Undocumented  sites  need  to  be  reported  to  fflDLC  and 
BLM.  Put  high  priority  on  Nuiqsut  area. 

4.  Monitoring  of  Impacts  on  Subsistence 

-  Monitoring  current  harvest  patterns  through 

a)  increased  hunter  costs  (entire  provision); 

b)  how  harvested  resources  are  shared; 

c)  who  is  doing  the  harvesting  (including  proxy  hunting); 

d)  relation.ship  of  cash  economy  to  subsistence  economy. 

-  Industry  should  do  some  monitoring  while  they  are  in  process  of  exploration  and  development. 

-  BLM  should  coordinate  monitoring  and  implementation  of  a  subsistence  impact  monitoring  program  for 
development  activities  within  the  planning  area  in  consultation  with  the  advisory  panel. 

-  Monitor  socioeconomic  health  of  community  as  conditions  change. 

-  Subsistence  hunter  needs  to  participate  with  those  doing  seismic  surveys  to  monitor  effects  and  how 
survey  is  being  conducted. 

-  Results  of  monitoring  need  to  be  evaluated. 

-  How  do  we  address  impacts  when  they  are  happening?  For  example,  when  wildlife  are  being  displaced 
during  seismic  surveying. 

-  If  subsistence  advisory  panel  identifies  the  existence  of  impacts  on  subsistence  uses  in  the  planning  area, 
it  may  make  recommendations  to  BLM  regarding: 

a)  additional  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  assure  continued  access  to  subsistence  sites  and  to 
areas  where  harvestable  resources  are  known  to  occur; 

b)  potential  relocation  of  operations  or  redesign  of  production,  processing,  and  tansportation 
facilities  and; 

c)  more  effective  enforcement  mechanisms. 

-  Need  to  protect  resources  from  harassment.  Harassment  is  a  type  of  impact  to  subsistence. 

-  Need  to  address  contaminants  left  by  conu-actors  such  as  oil  and  gas  spills  (from  refueling  and  used  oil). 
Also,  they  will  leave  designated  routes  and  harm  grave  sites,  etc.  Monitoring  of  conU-actors  needs  to 
increase  to  prevent  violation  and  enforce  rules. 

-  Use  local  residents  to  conduct  monitoring  -  draw  funds  from  variety  of  sources.  People  could  be  hired 
from  all  communities. 

5.  Cumulative  Impacts  for  North  Slope 

-  Nuiqsut  is  already  impacted  by  Prudhoe  development. 

-  Advisory  panel  needs  to  be  informed  about  cumulative  impacts  to  enhance  understanding  of  effects  of 
new  development. 

-  Alpine  will  give  us  an  opportunity  to  assess  cumulative  impacts  on  Nuiqsut. 

-  Subsistence  advisory  panel  could  suggest  what  to  measure  to  determine  cumulative  impacts  or  assess 
accuracy  of  projected  incremental  cumulative  impacts  as  described  in  lAP/EIS.  Then  they  could  assess 
whether  or  not  it  is  accurate. 

-  Local  residents  already  know  what  the  cumulative  effects  are. 

-  What  happens  when  young  people  make  money  and  set  aside  subsistence  d-aditions  -  including  going 
hunting?  How  do  we  maintain  culture? 

-  Funding  assistance  to  address  protection  of  resources  for  sustainable  development. 


6.  Orientation/Education 

-  Orientation/education  of  contractors  and  other  industry  representatives  -  MMS  Sale  170  Stip.  #2  include 
as  part  of  stipulations.  Proposed  NPR-A  stipulation,  "It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  authorized  user  to 
assure  all  people  brought  into  the  planning  area  under  its  auspices  adhere  to  these  stipulations. . ."  needs 
to  be  revised  per  MMS  Sale  170  Stip.  #2,  Orientation  Program. 
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7.  Compensation  of  Subsistence  Losses 

-  Compensation  for  subsistence  losses  need  to  be  provided  -  models:  Inuvialuit  (Western  Canada 
settlement  and  PWS  settlement  in  Alaska  is  precedent  setting. 

Panel  Presentation  to  Nuiqsut  Residents:  The  panel  presented  their  draft  recommendations  to  Nuiqsut 
residents  during  a  second  public  meeting  at  the  Kisik  Community  Center  on  the  evening  of  August  20,  1997. 
Approximately  15  to  20  people  attended.  The  following  comments  and  concerns  were  expressed  by  Nuiqsut 
residents,  as  summarized  on  flipcharts: 

Comments  on  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 

Don't  agree  with  including  villages  other  than  Nuiqsut  -  that's  where  real  impacts  are. 

Wainwright  is  in  NPR-A  -  why  not  represented? 

Each  community  within  the  NPR-A  should  have  its  own  advisory  panel  -  don't  include  any  agency 

representation. 

Industry  representation  may  be  helpful  to  resolve  problems. 

If  Federal  Agencies  are  involved  in  panels  they  may  not  be  able  to  arbitrate  between  industry  and  residents. 

Majority  of  advisory  panel  members  should  be  from  Nuiqsut. 

Others  from  Federal  Agencies  could  participate  in  panel  if  funding  came  with  their  participation. 

Concept  and  effectiveness  of  local  advisory  group  is  diluted  with  others  being  on  panel. 

How  would  other  residents  be  affected  if  only  Nuiqsut  is  represented  on  the  panel? 

Already  have  subsistence  panel:  Federal  North  Slope  Subsistence  Region^d  Advisory  Panel. 

A  local  panel  that  influences  decisions  that  affect  local  residents  is  valuable,  if  local  panel  will  have  better 

control. 

Where  is  funding  going  to  come  from  to  support  panel  needs? 

Funding  from  impact  grants  should  go  directly  to  community  affected  -  not  to  support  panel  with  broad 

responsibilities.  Use  Federal  funds. 

Comments  on  access 

•  How  can  people  be  assured  access?  Along  the  Haul  Road/Pipeline  firearms  are  not  allowed.  Why  isn't  that 
allowed  if  "reasonable  access"  is  the  criteria?  A  hunter  needs  to  bring  a  firearm  when  accessing  hunt  areas. 

•  In  the  past,  residents  have  been  prevented  access  -  this  proposed  management  practice  is  news  -  and 
frustrating  because  no  one  is  helping  us  to  know  what  is  right. 

•  Contractors  have  tlieir  own  way  of  doing  things,  own  rules  and  regulations.  Wildlife  does  not  have  rules  and 
regulations  -  no  boundaries.  Industry  hasn't  been  concerned  about  details  once  documents  are  signed. 

No  comments  on  traditional  land  use  sites 

Comments  on  monitoring 

•  Concern  for  drilling  for  oil  under  an  allotment:  does  allotment  owner  have  a  financial  interest  in  revenues? 

•  Jobs  are  not  made  available  to  residents  -  promises  made,  but  don't  come  through. 

•  Nuiqsut  is  most  impacted  -  jobs  need  to  be  made  available  here  first. 

•  If  NPR-A  is  developed,  require  industry  to  hire  biologists  to  evaluate  fish  and  wildlife  and  provide 
information  to  protect  them. 

•  Communications  between  agencies  and  NSB  need  to  improve  -  misinformation  is  not  acceptable.  Want 
panel  to  find  ways  to  improve.  Arnold  (NPR-A  Coord.)  is  committed  to  facilitating  communications  and 
serve  as  liaison. 

Comments  on  cumulative  impacts 

•  Anaktuvuk  Pass  is  directly  affected  when  caribou  migration  is  altered  by  development  and  adversely  affects 
hunters  of  Teshekpuk  Lake  or  Western  Arctic  caribou  herd. 

•  Soot  and  other  debris  is  in  smoke  from  development  appears  to  effect  habitat  of  several  wildlife  species  and 
believe  it  is  resulting  in  reducing  their  numbers.  Yellow  smog  is  affecting  habitat,  not  soot,  this  is  pollution. 

General  comments 

•  Would  only  support  drilling  in  N-NW  corner  of  NE  portion  of  NPR-A. 
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•  State  must  make  available  impact  funds  to  Nuiqsut  now  -  most  impacted  community.  Have  municipal 
needs.  BLM  should  fund  panel  -  not  impact  funds.  Nuiqsut  has  already  been  impacted  and  have  not 
received  any  impact  funds. 

•  Information  on  impact  funds  should  be  made  available  to  communities  ASAP. 

•  Concern  for  health  of  wildlife  and  fish  is  extremely  important  to  protecting  subsistence.  Need  to  tie  wildlife 
and  other  resource  protection  measures  to  subsistence  protection. 

Panel  Presentation  to  Barrow  Residents:  The  panel  reconvened  for  a  half  day  on  August  21,  1997,atthe 
Kisik  Community  Center  in  Nuiqsut  to  refine  and  revise  their  recommendations  on  protection  measures  for 
subsistence.  The  panel  then  presented  these  to  an  audience  of  approximately  5  to  10  people  at  the  Barrow  High 
School  Auditorium  in  Barrow.  The  following  summarizes  comments  and  concerns  expressed  by  Barrow  residents: 

•  What  is  the  duration  of  the  advisory  panel? 

•  Model  for  advisory  panel  is  Federal  subsistence  advisory  council  -  provides  recommendations  and  is 
assured  response  by  Federal  Agencies  (response  to  question  re:  panel  making  recommendations). 

•  Were  recommendations  developed  by  panel  or  community?  Response  -  interactive,  developed  with 
community  input  and  review. 

•  Enforcement  -  how  can  we  enhance  enforcement  possibly  working  with  NSB.  permitting  function.  NSB  is 
short  staffed,  just  like  BLM  -  can  assist  each  other. 

•  Question  about  power  or  authority  panel  would  have  over  oil  and  gas  activities.  Response  -  BLM  cannot 
abdicate  authority  to  a  citizen  panel.  BLM  and  the  NSB  will  work  together  to  get  compliance.  Other 
agencies  can  also  assist,  such  as  State  (ADF&G). 

•  What  kind  of  control  will  communities  -  or  agencies  -  really  have  over  industry?  How  will  it  be  different 
from  compliance  we  get  now?  Response  -  Intent  is  to  make  management  practices  and  mitigation  measures 
to  protect  subsistence  resources  and  uses  become  lease  stipulations. 

•  Teshekpuk  area  has  tremendous  importance  for  subsistence.  Concerned  about  rapid  expansion  of  oil 
development.  Want  BLM  and  NSB  to  take  charge  and  protect  camps  and  uses.  Critical  for  caribou  calving 
and  whitefish.  Many  studies  have  been  done  -  use  them  to  protect  resources. 

•  Compliment  the  BLM  for  providing  a  panel  made  up  of  residents.  Borough  employees,  and  agencies  and 
promoting  cooperative  work  on  subsistence  issues  in  the  face  of  potential  development.  Wish  other 
agencies  would  follow  example. 

•  Have  you  considered  giving  traditional  use  sites  to  local  residents  (specifically  camp  sites  and  cabins)? 

•  Traditional  land  use  sites  were  the  most  troublesome  during  Prudhoe  Bay  development.  Need 
comanagement  agreement  to  protect  these  sites  -  put  in  writing. 

•  All  the  lands  are  traditional  use  areas.  Native  people  are  nomadic.  Go  where  the  resources  are.  Entire 
NPR-A  is  a  traditional  use  area. 

•  Need  to  address  cumulative  impacts  around  seismic  surveys,  noise  impacts  on  wildlife  -  they  need  to  be 
identified  and  mitigated.  Advisory  Panel  will  have  to  address  these  impacts  and  results  need  to  show  up  in 
permit  requirements.  Would  be  helpful  to  know  what  steps  and  procedures  are  needed  to  describe 
interaction  between  regulating  agencies  to  assure  compliance. 

•  What  guarantee  is  there  that  lessons  learned  will  be  applied  now  and  in  future?  Response:  If  something  in 
overlooked  or  unforeseen,  plan  on  using  compensation  stipulation  and/or  impact  funds  to  compensate  for 
subsistence  losses  or  adverse  effects. 

•  Funding  should  be  provided  for  research  to  address  concerns  that  come  up  for  the  advisory  panel.  They 
will  need  staff  and  research  funds. 

•  Need  this  type  of  panel  for  every  community  facing  potential  oil  and  gas  development.  So  important  to 
have  a  Native  panel  -  experts  on  land  uses  and  impacts. 

Panel  Recommendations:  The  following  recommendations  are  presented  by  the  worLshop  panel  to  the  BLM 
for  consideration  as  management  actions,  lease  stipulations,  and/or  information  to  lessees,  and  for  incorporation  into 
the  Northeast  NPR~A  draft  lAP/EIS  to  protect  subsistence  resources,  uses,  and  users  in  the  planning  area. 

1.  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel:  The  BLM  is  encouraged  to  integrate  public  participation  into  decisionmaking  and 
conflict  resolution  processes  in  relation  to  future  potential  exploration  and  development  activities  in  the  planning 
area.  The  following  recommendation  establishes  a  local  Subsistence  Advisory  Pane!  that  would  facilitate  community 
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input  in  BLM's  land  use  planning  efforts,  follow  that  input  through  the  decisionmaking  process,  and  provide 
feedback  to  the  community: 

BLM  should  establish  a  local  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  to: 

a)  ensure  responsible  development  in  the  planning  area  that  protects  subsistence 
resources  and  uses,  and 

b)  ensure  protection  of  subsistence  resources  and  uses  by  involving  local  communities 
and  agencies  in  development  decisionmaking. 

The  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel's  authority  should  be  derived  through  a  formal  charter  under 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act. 

Responsibilities  of  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  should  include: 

a)  identify  and  address  potential  subsistence-use  conflicts  in  the  planning  area 

b)  provide  recommendations  to  BLM  concerning  planning,  research,  monitoring 
and  assessment  activities  needed  to  facilitate  responsible  development  and 
protect  subsistence  resources  and  uses  in  the  planning  area  (see  also 

Subsistence  Impact  Monitoring  Program  below); 

c)  inform  local  community  and  agencies  about  panel  activities  and  agency 
actions  concerning  subsistence  protection  in  the  planning  area; 

d)  maintain  repository  of  subsistence  information  for  local  communities  and  agencies.  Include 
narrative,  quantitative,  and  spatial  information.  May  solicit  information  and  request  analysis 

from  cooperating  agencies  and  other  organizations; 

e)  ensure  continuity  and  consistency  in  the  collection  and  use  of  subsistence  information  by  the 
advisory  panel  and  other  advisory  groups; 

t)  hold  BLM  accountable  for  replying  to  all  panel  recommendations.  The  BLM 
should  respond  in  writing  to  the  Panel's  recommendations  with  regard  to 
what  their  decision  is.  If  a  recommendation  is  modified  or  not  adopted,  BLM 
should  set  forth  the  factual  basis  and  reasons  for  their  decision. 

Membership  should  be  composed  of  local  residents  of  those  communities  most  affected  by  oil 
exploration,  development  and  production  activities  in  the  planning  area.  Nuiqsut  should  have  five 
voting  members,  and  the  following  communities  and  agencies  should  have  one  ex-officio  member 
each:  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  Anaktuvuk  Pass,  Wainwright,  BLM,  ADF&G,  NSB,  and  ICAS. 
Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  meetings  and  support  staff  should  be  centrally  located  in  Nuiqsut. 

BLM  should  sponsor  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  through  provisions  of  FACA,  and  provide 
funding  through  BLM  appropriations  and  other  available  funding  sources.  The  community  of 
Nuiqsut  does  not  support  using  State  impacts  funds  for  the  Panel. 

2.  Subsistence  Impact  Monitoring  Program:  A  key  element  in  public  policy  decisionmaking  is  having  access  to 
adequate  and  appropriate  data  on  both  the  resources  and  activities  being  evaluated.  The  following  recommendation 

establishes  a  program  for  monitoring  subsistence  impacts  from  oil-related  development  activities  and  for  adjusting 
management  strategies  to  minimize  or  avoid  impacts  to  subsistence  resources,  uses,  and  users: 

A  Subsistence  Impact  Monitoring  Program  should  be  developed  cooperatively  with  input  and 
resources  from  BLM,  MMS,  ADF&G  Division  of  Subsistence,  NSB,  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory 
Panel.  The  program  should  include  (but  is  not  limited  to)  procedures  for: 

a)  asking  hunters'  concerns 

b)  documenting  status  and  change  of: 

-  resource  damage 

-  resource  displacement 

-  hunter  access  to  resources 

-  increased  competition  for  resources 
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-  contamination  levels  in  resources 

-  reduced  harvests 

-  increased  hunter  efforts,  risk  and  cost 

-  how  harvest  is  shared 

-  who  is  doing  the  harvesting  (including  proxy  hunting) 

-  relation  between  cash  economy  and  subsistence  economy 

Subsistence  monitoring  should  also  be  integrated  with  fish  and  wildlife  monitoring  to  understand 
the  relationships  between  the  resource  populations  and  their  uses,  and  land  use  acdvities  that  may 
affect  the  abundance  or  distribudon  of  important  resources. 

BLM  should  coordinate  implementation  of  the  Subsistence  Impact  Monitoring  Program  in 
consultation  with  cooperating  agencies,  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel,  and  industry. 

Lessees  should  conduct  monitoring  of  subsistence  activities  in  cooperation  with  BLM,  cooperating 
agencies,  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel,  and  local  communities  under  the  guidance  of  the 
Subsistence  Impact  Monitoring  Program  while  they  are  in  the  process  of  oil  exploration, 
development  and  production. 

Results  of  subsistence  impact  monitoring  activities  should  be  provided  to  the  participating 
communities,  the  BLM  and  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  in  the  form  of  progress  reports  and  final 
reports  with  supporting  references  and  maps. 

If  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  identifies  the  existence  of  impacts  on  subsistence  uses  based  on 
monitoring  results,  it  can  make  recommendations  to  BLM  regarding: 

a)  additional  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  assure  continued  access  to 
subsistence  sites  and  to  areas  where  harvestable  resources  are  known  to 
occur; 

b)  potential  relocation  of  operations  or  redesign  of  production,  processing  and 
transportation  facilities;  and 

c)  more  effective  mechanisms  for  enforcement  of  subsistence  stipulations. 

The  BLM  needs  to  address  contaminants  left  by  contractors,  such  as  oil  and  gas  spills.  The  BLM  should  increase 
monitoring  of  lessees,  including  their  contractors  and  subcond-actors,  to  prevent  violations  of  lease  stipulations  and 
mitigation  measures.  The  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies  should  use  local  residents  to  conduct  monitoring  near  their 
communities.  Funding  could  be  sought  from  a  variety  of  sources. 

3.  Access:  As  development  occurs,  access  to  traditional  areas  needs  to  be  protected.  Considerable  research  is 
needed  to  document  access  routes  so  exploration  and  development  activities  do  not  interfere  with  subsistence  access. 
This  will  involve  compiling  and  analyzing  available  information  as  well  as  interviewing  North  Slope  residents  (see 
also  Subsistence  Impact  Monitoring  Program  above). 

The  BLM  has  a  legal  responsibility  under  ANILCA  Title  VIII  to  provide  reasonable  access,  including  free  passage 
for  subsistence  users  through  development  areas,  and  allowing  subsistence  harvest  activities  to  occur  within 
development  areas.  Both  access  and  the  abiUty  to  use  firearms  in  subsistence  use  areas  are  necessary  for  hunting. 
Industry  cannot  deny  access,  and  all  facilities  need  to  be  designed  to  minimize  physical  barriers  to  passage  of  both 
subsistence  users  and  harvestable  resources.  The  following  recommended  stipulations  will  minimize  or  avoid 
restrictions  on  access: 

Lessees  should  not  restrict  access  in  oil  field  development  areas  to  subsistence  users.  Lessees 
should  establish  procedures  for  entrance  to  facilities,  use  of  permanent  gravel  roads,  and  firearms 
discharge.  These  procedures  will  be  coordinated  through  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel 
(modified  from  State  of  Alaska  Alpine  Development  Stipulations,  Applicant's  Proposed  Project, 
Pp.  2-26,  October  4,  1996). 

Any  conflicts  involving  such  activities  as  use  of  consU-ucted  roads  by  subsistence  hunters,  which 
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may  foreseeably  impact  local  wildlife  resources  (e.g.,  proposed  NPR-A  stipulation,  "Public  access 
to  goose  molting  areas  by  way  of  or  through  the  use  of  oilfield  facilities  is  prohibited"  under 
Alternative  E),  should  be  presented  to  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  for  resolution. 

Lessees  should  develop  and  distribute  information  about  how  to  hunt  in  development  areas  safely 
(so  equipment  is  not  damaged  and  people  are  not  endangered)  to  the  communities  through 
newsletters,  radio,  and  signs  in  both  Enghsh  and  Inupiaq. 

Other  permittees  (e.g.  overland  moves,  other  permitted  land  users)  should  not  restrict  access  to 
subsistence  users  while  conducting  their  permitted  activities  on  Federal  public  lands  in  the 
planning  area. 

4.  Traditional  Land  Use  Sites:  Traditional  land  use  sites  include  grave  sites,  archaeological  sites,  historical  camps 
and  trading  sites,  currently  used  camps  and  cabins,  and  hunting  areas.  The  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  should 
evaluate  and  resolve  issues  related  to  traditional  land  use  sites,  especially  those  where  development  activities  could 
restrict  access  to  areas  identified  by  NSB  as  critical  to  subsistence  or  cultural  values.  The  following  recommended 
stipulations  will  minimize  or  avoid  impacts  to  traditional  land  use  sites,  and  provide  for  continued  access  to  these 
sites  by  local  residents: 

Lessees  should  not  restrict  local  residents'  access  to  or  use  of  traditional  land  use  sites. 

Traditional  land  use  sites  should  be  protected  from  disturbance  or  damage. 

Undocumented  sites  should  be  reported  to  BLM  and  NSB  Inupiat  History,  Language  and  Culture 
Commission  when  discovered.  In  some  circumstances,  the  location  of  discovered  sites  may  be 
requested  to  be  kept  confidential  to  preserve  their  original  condition. 

BLM  and  NSB/IHLC  should  place  a  high  priority  on  inventorying  the  Nuiqsut  area  for 
undocumented  sites. 

5.  Cumulative  Impacts:  Cumulative  impacts  of  oil  exploration,  development  and  production  affect  wildlife 
resources  and  people  both  directiy  (e.g.,  reduced  populations,  changes  in  distribution)  and  indirectly  (e.g.,  capital 
improvement  projects  fudned  through  tax  revenues).  Cumulative  impacts  are  already  affecting  the  community  of 
Nuiqsut.  Local  residents  have  clearly  stated  that  they  know  what  these  impacts  are.  Any  development  in  NPR-A 
would  add  to  these  impacts. 

The  Northeast  NPR-A  lAP/EIS  should  address  these  questions.  Cumulative  impact  analysis  is  a  complex  and  ever 
changing  issue  as  the  landscape  of  the  Nortii  Slope  continues  to  change  through  time.  Everyone  concerned  should 
review  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  in  the  draft  lAP/EIS  and  provide  specific  comments  during  the  public  review 
and  comment  period  to  the  BLM  for  consideration  and  incorporation  into  the  final  lAP/EIS. 

The  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  will  need  information  on  cumulative  impacts,  and  they  can  suggest  how  to  measure 
impacts,  and  evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  EIS  analysis.  The  BLM  and  cooperating  agencies  should  continue  to 
assess  cumulative  impacts  through  stages  of  oil  exploration,  development  and  production. 

6.  Orientation  Program:  Local  residents  expressed  concern  about  resttictions  on  access  and  use  of  firearms  in 
existing  oilfield  development  areas,  despite  stipulations  that  provide  for  legal  access.  Such  conflicts  may  arise  due  to 
lack  of  understanding  or  appreciation  by  oilfield  personnel  of  local  community  values,  customs,  and  subsistence 
Hfestyle.  The  following  recommended  stipulation  establishes  an  orientation  program  to  address  these  concerns: 

The  lessee  should  include  in  any  exploration  or  development  and  production  plans  a  proposed 
orientation  program  for  all  personnel  involved  in  exploration  or  development  and  production 
activities  (including  personnel  of  lessee's  agents,  contractors,  and  subconti'actors)  for  review  and 
approval  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer.  The  program  should  be  designed  in  sufficient  detail  to 
inform  individuals  working  on  the  project  of  specific  types  of  environmental,  social,  and  cultural 
concerns  that  relate  to  the  sale  and  adjacent  areas.  The  program  should  address  the  importance  of 
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not  disturbing  archaeological  and  biological  resources  and  habitats,  including  endangered  species, 
fisheries,  bird  colonies,  and  marine  mammals  and  provide  guidance  on  how  to  avoid  disturbance. 
This  guidance  will  include  the  production  and  distribution  of  information  cards  on  endangered 
and/or  threatened  species  in  the  sale  area.  The  program  should  be  designed  to  increase  sensitivity 
and  understanding  of  personnel  to  community  values,  customs,  and  lifestyles  in  areas  in  which 
personnel  will  be  operating.  The  orientation  program  should  also  include  information  concerning 
avoidance  of  conflicts  with  subsistence  and  pertinent  mitigation. 

The  program  should  be  attended  at  least  once  a  year  by  all  personnel  involved  in  onsite  exploration 
or  development  and  production  activities  (including  personnel  of  lessee's  agents,  contractors,  and 
subcontractors)  and  all  supervisory  and  managerial  personnel  involved  in  lease  activities  of  the 
lessee  and  its  agents,  contractors  and  subcontractors. 

Lessees  should  maintain  a  record  of  all  personnel  who  attend  the  program  onsite  for  so  long  as  the 
site  is  active,  not  to  exceed  5  years.  This  record  should  include  the  name  and  dates(s)  of 
attendance  of  each  attendee  (modified  from  MMS  Beaufort  Sea  Planning  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Lease 
Sale  170,  Section  H,  Alternatives,  Stipulation  No.  2). 

7.  Local  Training  and  Hiring  Program:  Future  potential  development  activities  in  the  planning  area  could 
provide  economic  and  social  benefits  to  North  Slope  communities  in  the  form  of  training  and  employment 
opportunities  for  local  residents,  which  may  offset  potential  impacts  to  social  and  cultural  systems.  Additionally, 
BLM  and  other  agencies  should  recognize  the  traditional  ecological  knowledge  and  experiences  of  local  residents 
and  seek  ways  to  provide  opportunities  for  their  participation  in  research  and  monitoring  activities.  The  following 
recommended  stipulations  and  management  actions  create  local  training  and  hiring  opportunities: 

Lessees  should  provide  training  and  hiring  programs  for  local  residents  to  work  in  any/all  phases 
of  oil  exploration,  development  and  production  activities,  including  community  relations  personnel 
for  Nuiqsut  who  could  serve  as  a  liaison  between  the  lessee  and  community.  Lessee  should  use 
ASRC/Kuukpik  job  bank  (Native  Employment  Management  Program). 

BLM,  cooperating  agencies,  and  industry  should  provide  training  and  competitive  hiring  programs 
for  local  residents  to  participate  in  environmental  and  technical  field  studies  (before,  during,  and 
after  development). 

BLM,  cooperating  agencies,  and  industry  should  recognize  traditional  ecological  knowledge  and 
hire  local  residents  at  competitive  rates  for  their  knowledge  and  experience. 

8.  Subsistence  Loss  Compensation:  Subsistence  resources  and  access  are  priceless  to  the  residents  of  the  North 
Slope  and  should  be  maintained  to  allow  for  the  continuation  of  traditional  subsistence  activities  in  the  planning  area. 
Impacts  to  subsistence  are  both  collective  and  individual  in  nature  and  can  affect  cultural  traditions  with  social  and 
economic  ramifications.  In  order  to  provide  "insurance"  for  those  instances  where  damage  does  occur  from  oil 
exploration,  development,  and  production  activities  despite  sound  management  and  protective  measures,  a 
comprehensive  compensation  program  should  be  investigated  and  developed  by  BLM.  Existing  models  are  available 
from  the  Inuvialuit  Final  Agreement  of  the  Western  Arctic  Land  Claim  (Canada,  May  5,  1 987)  and  Prince  William 
Sound  oil-  spill  settlement  in  Alaska.  The  need  for  comprehensive  compensation  recourses  and  procedures  was  also 
addressed  by  the  Inuit  Circumpolar  Conference  in  their  report.  Principles  and  Elements  on  Renewable  Resources 
and  Inuit  Subsistence  Rights  (ca.  1992).  However,  it  is  important  to  clarify  that  this  recommendation  is  not  meant  to 
convey  that  subsistence  resources  and  access  can  simply  be  "purchased"  as  a  cost  of  doing  business  on  the  North 
Slope.  Rather,  the  objectives  of  the  subsistence  loss  compensation  program  are  (a)  to  create  an  incentive  to  prevent 
damage  to  wildhfe  and  fisheries  resources  and  their  habitats  and  to  avoid  disruption  of  subsistence  harvesting 
activities  by  Nuiqsut,  Barrow,  Atqasuk,  and  Wainwright  resulting  from  oil  exploration,  development,  and  production 
activities  in  the  planning  area;  and  (b) ;/  damage  does  occur,  to  restore  wildlife  and  fisheries  resources  and  their 
habitats  as  far  as  is  practicable  to  their  original  state  and  to  compensate  hunters,  trappers,  and  tishcrmen  for  the  loss 
of  their  subsistence-harvesting  opportunities.  The  following  recommended  stipulation  outlines  a  process  for 
compensation  of  subsistence  losses: 
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Lessee  should  be  required  to  prove  financial  responsibility  before  being  authorized  to  undertake 
any  activity  on  a  lease  within  the  planning  area.  The  lessee  should  provide  for  and  ensure  financial 
responsibility  with  respect  to  the  obligations  and  undertakings  provided  in  this  stipulation  in  the 
form  of  a  letter  of  credit,  guarantee  or  indemnity  bond  or  any  other  form  satisfactory  to  the  BLM 
and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel. 

Where  it  is  established  by  BLM  and  the  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  that  actual  subsistence 
wildlife  or  fisheries  harvest  loss  or  future  loss  was  caused  by  development,  the  liability  of  the 
lessee  should  be  absolute  and  liable  without  proof  of  fault  or  negligence  for  compensation  to  the 
injured  party(ies)  and  for  the  cost  of  mitigative  and  remedial  measures.  Factors  for  determining 
the  nature  and  extent  of  damages  should  include  degree  of  injury  to  harvested  resources  and  related 
habitats,  importance  of  affected  resources  to  Inupiat,  dislocation  of  wildlife  resources,  duration  of 
recovery  period  for  resources  affected,  and  future  need  for  hunters  to  travel  greater  distances  in 
search  of  game. 

In  those  circumstances  in  which  the  BLM  and  Panel  disagree  on  whether  damage  has  occurred  or 
what  the  liability  should  be,  they  are  encouraged  to  initiate  an  alternative  dispute  resolution 
process  mediated  by  a  neutral  third  party  to  reach  consensus.  BLM  has  the  ultimate 
decisionmaking  authority  and  is  responsible  for  ensuring  compliance  with  lease  stipulations. 

9.  Conflict  Avoidance  Agreements:  Oil  exploration,  development,  and  production  operations  should  be  conducted 
in  a  manner  that  prevents  unreasonable  conflicts  between  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  subsistence  activities.  One 
mechanism  for  assuring  that  such  operations  are  compatible  with  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  is  a  confhct 
avoidance  agreement  between  the  lessee  and  the  affected  community(ies).  The  following  recommended  stipulation 
provides  for  proactive  consultation  and  conflict  avoidance: 

Prior  to  submitting  an  exploration  plan  or  development  and  production  plan,  the  lessee  should 
consult  with  the  potentially  affected  subsistence  community(ies)  (e.g.,  Nuiqsut,  Barrow,  Atqasuk), 
the  NSB,  and  the  NPR-A  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  to  discuss  potential  conflicts  with  the  siting, 
timing,  and  methods  of  proposed  operations  and  safeguards  or  mitigating  measures  which  could  be 
implemented  by  the  operator  to  prevent  unreasonable  conflicts.  Through  this  consultation,  the 
lessee  should  make  every  reasonable  effort,  including  such  mechanisms  as  a  conflict  avoidance 
agreement,  to  assure  that  exploration,  development,  and  production  activities  are  compatible  with 
subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  activities  and  will  not  result  in  unreasonable  interference  with 
subsistence  harvests  in  the  planning  area. 

A  discussion  of  resolutions  reached  during  this  consultation  process  and  plans  for  continued 
consultation  should  be  included  in  the  exploration  plan  or  development  and  production  plan.  In 
particular,  the  lessee  should  show  in  the  plan  how  its  activities,  in  combination  with  other  activities 
in  the  area,  will  be  scheduled  and  located  to  prevent  unreasonable  conflicts  with  subsistence 
activities.  Lessees  should  also  include  a  discussion  of  multiple  or  simultaneous  operations,  such  as 
ice  road  construction  and  seismic  activities,  that  can  be  expected  to  occur  during  operations  in 
order  to  more  accurately  assess  the  potential  for  cumulative  affects.  Communities,  individuals,  and 
other  entities  who  were  involved  in  the  consultation  should  be  identified  in  the  plan.  The  BLM 
should  send  a  copy  of  the  exploration  or  development  and  production  plan  to  the  potentially 
affected  community(ies),  the  NSB,  and  the  NPR-A  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  at  the  time  they  are 
submitted  to  BLM  to  allow  concurrent  review  and  comment  as  part  of  the  plan  approval  process. 

In  the  event  tiiat  no  conflict  avoidance  agreement  is  reached  between  the  parties,  the  lessee, 
affected  community(ies),  NSB  and/or  NPR-A  Subsistence  Advisory  Panel  may  request  that  tlie 
BLM  initiate  an  alternative  dispute  resolution  process  mediated  by  a  neutral  third  party  to  resolve 
the  issues  before  making  a  final  determination  on  the  adequacy  of  the  measures  taken  to  prevent 
unreasonable  conflicts  with  subsistence  harvests. 

The  lessee  should  notify  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  of  all  concerns  expressed  by  subsistence 
hunters  during  operations  and  of  the  steps  taken  to  address  such  concerns.  Lease-related  activities 
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will  be  restricted  when  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  determines  it  is  necessary  to  prevent 
unreasonable  contlicts  with  local  subsistence  acuvities. 

In  enforcing  this  stipulation,  the  BLM  will  work  with  other  agencies  and  the  public  to  assure  that 
potential  conflicts  are  identified  and  protecUve  measures  are  implemented  to  avoid  these  conflicts 
(modified  fromMMS  Beaufort  Sea  Planning  area  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  Sale  170,  Section  n. 
Alternatives,  Sfipulation  5). 

10.  Maintaining  Healthy  Wildlife  Populations:  The  above  recommendafions  provide  protective  measures  for 
subsistence  users.  But  it  is  important  to  note  that  one  of  the  most  important  elements  in  protecting  peoples'  ability  to 
subsistence  hunt  and  fish  is  maintaining  healthy  wildlife  populations  that  are  available  in  sufficient  numbers  in  both 
time  and  space.  For  example,  the  Teshekpuk  Lake  Caribou  Herd  is  recognized  as  one  of  the  most  important 
subsistence  resources  for  many  of  the  villages  on  the  North  Slope.  These  caribou  are  harvested  both  within  and 
outside  of  the  planning  area.  If  activities  within  the  calving  grounds,  insect  relief  areas,  or  migration  patiiways 
detrimentally  affect  productivity  or  change  movement  patterns  of  the  herd,  it  could  impact  subsistence  hunters  across 
the  North  Slope.  Protective  measures  must  be  implemented  to  minimize  impacts  of  oil  exploration,  development  and 
production  on  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitats;  which  will  subsequently  benefit  both  the  wildlife  populations  and  the 
subsistence  users  who  rely  on  them. 
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MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES  AND  STANDARDS 

FOR  DESIGNATED 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 

I.  Wild  Rivers 

A.  Objective:  The  management  of  wild  river  areas  should  give  primary  emphasis  to 
protecting  the  values  that  make  it  outstandingly  remarkable  while  providing  river-related  outdoor 
recreation  opportunities  in  a  primitive  setting. 

B.  Management  Standards:  Allowable  management  practices  might  include 
construction  of  minor  structures  for  such  purposes  as:  improvement  offish  and  game  habitat; 
grazing  protection  from  fire,  insects,  or  disease;  and  rehabilitation  or  stabilization  of  damaged 
resources,  provided  the  area  will  remain  natural  appearing  and  the  practices  or  structures  will 
harmonize  with  the  environment.  Developments  such  as  trail  bridges,  occasional  fencing, 
natural- appearing  water  diversions,  ditches,  flow  measurement  or  other  water  management 
devices,  and  similar  facilities  may  be  permitted,  if  they  are  unobtrusive  and  do  not  have  a 
significant  direct  and  adverse  effect  on  the  natural  character  of  the  river  area.  The  following 
program  management  standards  apply. 

1.  Forestry  Practices:  Cutting  of  trees  will  not  be  permitted  except  when 
needed  in  association  with  a  primitive  recreation  experience  (such  as  clearing  for  trails  and  for 
visitor  safety  or  to  protect  the  environment  (such  as  control  of  fire).  Timber  outside  the 
boundary,  but  within  the  visual  corridors  should,  where  feasible,  be  managed  and  harvested  in  a 
manner  to  provide  special  emphasis  to  visual  quality. 

2.  Water  Quality:  Water  quality  will  be  maintained  or  improved  to  meet 
Federal  criteria  or  federally  approved  State  standards.  (River  management  plans  shaU  prescribe  a 
process  for  monitoring  water  quality  on  a  continuing  basis). 

3.  Hydroelectric  Power  and  Water  Resource  Development:  No 

development  of  hydroelectric  power  facilities  would  be  permitted.  No  new  flood-control  dams, 
levees,  or  other  works  allowed  in  the  channel  or  river  corridor.  All  water-supply  dams  and  major 
diversions  are  prohibited.  The  natural  appearance  and  essentially  primitive  character  of  the  river 
area  must  be  maintained.  Federal  agency  groundwater  development  for  range,  wildlife, 
recreation  or  administrative  facilities  may  be  permitted,  if  there  are  no  adverse  affects  on 
outstandingly  remarkable  river  related  values. 

4.  Mining:  New  mining  claims  and  mineral  leases  are  prohibited  within  Vt 
mile  of  the  river.  Valid  existing  claims  would  not  be  abrogated  and,  subject  to  existing 
regulations  (e.g.,  43  CFR  3809)  and  any  future  regulations  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may 
prescribe  to  protect  the  rivers  included  in  the  National  System,  existing  mining  activity  would  be 
allowed  to  continue.  All  mineral  activity  on  federally  administered  land  must  be  conducted  in  a 
manner  that  minimizes  surface  disturbance,  water  sedimentation,  pollution,  and  visual 
impairment.  Reasonable  mining  claim  and  mineral  lease  access  will  be  permitted.  Mining 
claims,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  within  the  wild  river  area  boundary  can  be  patented  only 
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as  to  the  mineral  estate  and  not  the  surface  estate  (subject  to  proof  of  discovery  prior  to  the 
effective  date  of  designation). 

5.  Road  and  Trail  Construction:  No  construction  of  new  roads,  trails,  or 
other  provisions  for  overland  motorized  travel  would  be  permitted  within  the  river  corridor.  A 
few  inconspicuous  roads  or  unobtrusive  trail  bridges  leading  to  the  boundary  of  the  river  area 
may  be  permitted. 

6.  Recreation  Facilities:  Major  public-use  areas,  such  as  campgrounds, 
interpretive  centers,  or  administrative  headquarters  are  located  outside  wild  river  areas.  Simple 
comfort  and  convenience  facilities  such  as  toilets,  tables,  fireplaces,  shelters,  and  refuse 
containers  may  be  provided  as  necessary  within  the  river  area.  These  should  harmonize  with  the 
surroundings.  Unobtrusive  hiking  and  horseback  riding  trail  bridges  could  be  allowed  on 
tributaries  but  would  not  normally  cross  the  designed  river. 

7.  Public  Use  and  Access:  Recreation  use  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
hiking,  fishing,  and  boating  is  encouraged  in  wild  river  areas  to  the  extent  consistent  with  the 
protection  of  the  river  environment.  Public  use  and  access  may  be  regulated  and  distributed 
where  necessary  to  protect  and  enhance  wild  river  values. 

8.  Rights-of-Way:  New  transmission  lines,  natural  gas  lines,  water  lines, 
etc.,  are  discouraged  unless  specifically  prohibited  outright  by  other  plans,  orders  or  laws.  Where 
no  reasonable  alternative  exists,  additional  or  new  facilities  should  be  restricted  to  existing 
rights-of-way.  Where  new  rights-of-way  are  unavoidable,  locations  and  construction  techniques 
win  be  selected  to  minimized  adverse  effects  on  wild  river  area  related  values  and  fuUy  evaluated 
during  the  site  selection  process. 

9.  Motorized  Travel:  Motorized  travel  on  land  or  water  could  be  permitted 
but  it  is  generally  not  compatible  with  this  river  classification.  Normally,  motorized  use  wiU  be 
prohibited  in  a  wild  river  area.  Prescriptions  for  management  of  motorized  use  may  allow  for 
search  and  rescue  and  other  emergency  situations. 

n.         Scenic  Rivers 

A.  Management  Objective:  Management  of  scenic  river  areas  should  maintain  and 
provide  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  in  a  near-natural  setting.  The  basic  distinctions  between 
a  "wild"  and  a  "scenic"  river  area  are  the  degree  of  development,  types  of  land  use,  and  road 
accessibility.  In  general,  a  wide  range  of  agricultural,  water  management,  silvicultural,  and  other 
practices  could  be  compatible  with  scenic  river  values,  providing  such  practices  are  carried  on  in 
such  a  way  that  there  is  no  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  river  and  its  immediate  environment. 

B.  Management  Standards:  The  same  considerations  set  forth  for  wild  river  areas 
should  be  considered,  except  that  motorized  vehicle  use  may,  in  some  cases,  be  appropriate  and 
that  development  of  larger  scale  public-use  iacilities  within  the  river  area,  such  as  moderate-sized 
campgrounds,  interpretive  centers,  or  administrative  headquarters  would  be  compatible  if  such 
facilities  were  screened  from  the  river.  The  following  program  management  standards  apply. 
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1.  Forest  Practices:  Silvicultural  practices  including  timber  harvesting 
could  be  allowed  provided  that  such  practices  are  carried  on  in  such  a  w^ay  that  there  is  no 
substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  river  and  its  immediate  environment.  The  river  area  should  be 
maintained  in  its  near-natural  condition.  Timber  outside  the  boundary,  but  within  the  visual  seen 
area,  should  be  managed  and  harvested  in  a  manner  which  provides  special  emphasis  on  visual 
quality.  Preferably,  reestablishment  of  tree  cover  would  be  through  natural  revegetation.  Cutting 
of  dead  and  down  materials  for  fuelwood  should  be  limited.  Where  necessary,  restrictions  on  use 
of  wood  for  fuel  may  be  prescribed. 

2.  Water  Quality:  Water  quality  will  be  maintained  or  improved  to  meet 
Federal  criteria  or  federally  approved  State  standards.  (River  management  plans  shall  prescribe  a 
process  for  monitoring  water  quality  on  continuing  basis.) 

3.  Hydroelectric  Power  and  Water  Resource  Development:  No 

development  of  hydroelectric  power  facilities  would  be  permitted.  Flood-control  dams  and 
levees  would  be  prohibited.  All  water  supply  dams  and  major  diversions  are  prohibited. 
Maintenance  of  existing  facilities  and  construction  of  some  new  structures  would  be  permitted 
provided  that  the  area  remains  natural  in  appearance  and  the  practices  or  structures  harmonize 
with  the  surrounding  environment. 

4.  Mining:  Subject  to  existing  regulations  (e.g.,  43  CFR  3809)  and  any 
future  regulations  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe  to  protect  the  values  of  rivers 
included  in  the  National  System,  new  mining  claims  are  allowed  and  mineral  leases  can  be 
allowed.  All  mineral  activity  on  federally  administered  land  must  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that 
minimizes  surface  disturbance,  water  sedimentation  and  pollution,  and  visual  impairment. 
Reasonable  mining  claim  and  mineral  lease  access  will  be  permitted.  Mining  claims  within  the 
scenic  river  area  boundary  can  be  patented  only  as  to  the  mineral  estate  and  not  the  surface  estate. 

5.  Road  and  Trail  Construction:  Roads  or  trails  may  occasionally  bridge 
the  river  area  and  short  stretches  of  conspicuous  or  long  stretches  of  inconspicuous  and  well- 
screened  roads  could  be  allowed.  Maintenance  of  existing  roads  and  trails,  and  any  new  roads  or 
trails,  will  be  based  on  the  type  of  use  for  which  the  roads/trails  are  constructed  and  the  type  of 
use  that  will  occur  in  the  river  area. 

6.  Agricultural  Practices  and  Livestock  Grazing:  In  comparison  to  wild 
river  areas,  a  wider  range  of  agricultural  and  livestock  grazing  uses  is  permitted  to  the  extent 
currently  practiced.  Row  crops  are  not  considered  as  an  intrusion  of  the  "largely  primitive" 
nature  of  scenic  corridors  as  long  as  there  is  not  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  natural-like 
appearance  of  the  river  area. 

7.  Recreation  Facilities:  Larger  scale  public-use  facilities,  such  as 
moderate-sized  campgrounds,  interpretive  centers,  or  administrative  headquarters  are  allowed  if 
such  facilities  are  screened  from  the  river. 

Si         Public  Use  and  Access:  Recreation  use  including,  but  not  limited  to; 
hiking,  fishing,  hunting,  and  boating  is  encouraged  in  scenic  river  areas  to  the  extent  consistent 
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with  the  protection  of  the  river  environment.  Public  use  and  access  may  be  regulated  and 
distributed  where  necessary  to  protect  and  enhance  scenic  river  values. 

9.  Rights-of-Way:  New  transmission  lines,  natural  gas  lines,  etc.,  are 
discouraged  unless  specifically  prohibited  outright  by  other  plans,  orders  or  laws.  Where  no 
reasonable  alternative  exists,  additional  or  new  facilities  should  be  restricted  to  existing  rights-of- 
way.  Where  new  rights-of-way  are  unavoidable,  locations  and  construction  techniques  wiU  be 
selected  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  scenic  river  area  related  values  and  fuUy  evaluated  during 
the  site  selection  process. 

10.  Motorized  Travel:  Motorized  travel  on  land  or  water  may  be  permitted, 
prohibited,  or  restricted  to  protect  river  values.  Prescriptions  for  management  of  motorized  use 
may  allow  for  search  and  rescue  and  other  emergency  situations. 

in.       Recreational  River  Areas 

A.  Management  Objective:  Management  of  recreational  river  areas  should  give 
primary  emphasis  to  protecting  the  values  which  make  it  outstandingly  remarkable  while 
providing  river-related  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  in  a  recreational  setting.  Management  of 
recreational  river  areas  should  maintain  and  provide  outdoor  recreation  opportunities.  The  basic 
distinctions  between  a  "scenic"  and  a  "recreational"  river  area  are  the  degree  of  access,  extent  of 
shoreline  development,  historical  impoundment  or  diversion,  and  types  of  land  use.  In  general,  a 
wide  range  of  agricultural,  water  management,  sUvicultural,  and  other  practices  are  compatible 
with  recreational  river  values,  providing  such  practices  are  carried  on  in  such  a  way  that  there  is 
no  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  river  and  its  immediate  environment. 

B.  Management  Standards:  Recreation  facilities  may  be  established  in  proximity 
to  the  river,  although  recreational  river  classification  does  not  require  extensive  recreational 
development.  Recreational  facilities  may  still  be  kept  to  a  minimum,  with  visitor  services 
provided  outside  the  river  area.  Future  construction  of  impoundments,  diversions,  straightening, 
riprapping,  and  other  modification  of  the  waterway  or  adjacent  lands  would  not  be  permitted 
except  in  instances  where  such  developments  would  not  have  a  direct  and  adverse  effect  on  the 
river  and  its  immediate  environment.  The  following  program  management  standards  apply. 

1.  Forestry  Practices:  Forestry  practices  including  timber  harvesting  would 
be  allowed  under  standard  restrictions  to  avoid  adverse  effects  on  the  river  environment  and  its 
associated  values. 

2.  Water  Quality:  Water  quality  wiU  be  maintained  or  improved  to  meet 
Federal  criteria  or  federally  approved  State  standards.  (River  management  plans  shall  prescribe  a 
process  for  monitoring  water  quahty  on  a  continuing  basis.) 

3.  Hydroelectric  Power  and  Water  Resource  Development:  No 

development  of  hydroelectric  power  facilities  would  be  permitted.  Existing  low  dams,  diversion 
works,  rip  rap,  and  other  minor  structures  may  be  maintained  provided  the  waterway  remains 
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generally  natural  in  appearance.  New  structures  may  be  allowed  provided  that  the  area  remains 
generally  natural  in  appearance  and  the  structures  harmonize  with  the  surrounding  environment. 
4.  Mining:  Subject  to  existing  regulations  (e.g.,  43  CFR  3809)  and  any  future  regulations  that  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  may  prescribe  to  protect  values  of  rivers  included  in  the  National 
System,  new  mining  claims  are  allowed  and  existing  operations  arc  allowed  to  continue.  All 
mineral  activity  on  federally  administered  land  must  be  conducted  in  a  manner  that  minimizes 
surface  disturbance,  water  sedimentation  and  pollution,  and  visual  impairment.  Reasonable 
mining  claim  and  mineral  lease  access  wOl  be  permitted.  Mining  claims  within  the  recreational 
river  area  boundary  can  be  patented  only  as  to  the  mineral  estate  and  not  the  surface  estate. 

5.  Road  and  Trail  Construction:  Existing  parallel  roads  can  be  maintained 
on  one  or  both  river  banks.  There  can  be  several  bridge  crossings  and  numerous  river  access 
points.  Roads,  trails,  and  visitor  areas  must  conform  to  construction  and  maintenance  standards 
and  be  free  of  recognized  hazards. 

6.  Agricultural  Practices  and  Livestock  Grazing:  In  comparison  to  scenic 
river  areas,  lands  may  be  managed  for  a  full  range  of  agriculture  and  livestock  grazing  uses, 
consistent  with  current  practices. 

7.  Recreation  Facilities:  Interpretive  centers,  administrative  headquarters, 
campgrounds,  and  picnic  areas  may  be  estabhshed  in  proximity  to  the  river.  However, 
recreational  classification  does  not  require  extensive  recreation  development. 

8.  Public  Use  and  Access:  Recreation  use  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
hiking,  fishing,  hunting,  and  boating  is  encouraged  in  recreational  river  areas  to  the  extent 
consistent  with  the  protection  of  the  river  environment.  Public  use  and  access  may  be  regulated 
and  distributed  where  necessary  to  protect  and  enhance  recreational  river  values.  Any  new 
structures  must  meet  estabhshed  safety  and  health  standards  or  in  their  absence  be  free  of  any 
recognized  hazard. 

9.  Rights-of-Way:  New  transmission  lines,  natural  gas  lines,  water  Unes, 
etc.,  are  discouraged  unless  specifically  prohibited  outright  by  other  plans,  orders  and  laws. 
Where  no  reasonable  alternative  exists,  additional  or  new  facihties  should  be  restricted  to 
existing  rights-of-way.  Where  new  rights-of-way  are  unavoidable,  locations  and  construction 
techniques  will  be  selected  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  recreational  river  area  related  values 
and  fuUy  evaluated  during  the  site  selection  process. 

10.  Motorized  Travel:  Motorized  travel  on  land  wiU  generally  be  permitted, 
on  existing  roads.  Controls  wiU  usually  be  similar  to  that  of  surrounding  lands.  Motorized  travel 
on  water  wiU  be  in  accordance  with  existing  regulations  or  restrictions. 

IV.       Management  Objectives  Common  to  Wild,  Scenic,  and  Recreation  Rivers 

A.  Fire  Protection  and  Suppression:  Management  and  suppression  of  fires  within 
a  designated  river  area  wDl  be  carried  out  in  a  manner  compatible  with  contiguous  Federal  lands. 
On  wUdtires,  suppression  methods  will  be  used  that  minimize  long  term  impacts  on  the  river  and 
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river  area.  Presuppression  and  prevention  activities  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  which  reflects 
management  objectives  for  the  specillc  river  segment.  Prescribed  fire  may  be  used  to  maintain  or 
restore  ecological  condition  or  meet  objectives  of  the  river  plan. 

B.  Insects,  Diseases,  and  Noxious  Weeds:  The  control  of  forest  and  rangeland 
pests,  diseases,  and  noxious  weed  infestations  will  be  carried  out  in  a  manner  compatible  with 
the  intent  of  the  Act  and  management  objectives  of  contiguous  Federal  lands. 

C.  Cultural  Resources:  Historic  prehistoric  resource  sites  will  be  identitied, 
evaluated  and  protected  in  a  manner  compatible  with  the  management  objectives  of  the  river  and 
in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  and  policies.  Where  appropriate,  historic  or  prehistoric 
sites  will  be  stabilized,  enhanced,  and  interpreted. 

D.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Habitat  Improvement:  The  construction  and  maintenance  of 
minor  structures  for  the  protection,  conservation,  rehabilitation  or  enhancement  offish  and 
wildlife  habitat  are  acceptable  provided  they  do  not  affect  the  free  flowing  characteristics  of  the 
river,  are  compatible  with  the  classification,  that  the  area  remains  natural  in  appearance  and  the 
practices  or  structures  harmonize  with  the  surrounding  environment. 

E.  Water  Rights:  In  the  process  of  evaluating  river  segments,  authorizing  officials 
are  held  to  established  principles  of  law  with  respect  to  water  rights.  Under  provisions  of  Section 
13  of  the  Act,  as  well  as  other  statutes,  river  studies  shall  not  interfere  (except  for  licenses  under 
Sec.  7(b)  of  the  Act,  pertaining  to  Sec.  5(a)  WSR  river  studies)  with  existing  rights,  including  the 
right  of  access,  with  respect  to  the  beds  of  navigable  streams,  tributaries,  or  river  segments.  In 
addition,  under  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  and  Federal  Power  Act,  the  BLM 
has  permitting  and  conditioning  authorities  for  any  proposed  projects  which  might  be 
incompatible  with  any  river  or  other  identified  resource  values. 
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ASSESSMENT  PROCESS  FOR  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 

The  review  of  wild  and  scenic  values  within  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Planning  Area  is  being 
completed  using  a  three-step  planning  process. 

Step  1 — Identification.  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (WSRA)  defmes  a  river  as  "a  flowing 
body  of  water  or  estuary  or  a  section,  portion,  or  tributary  thereof,  including  rivers,  stream,  runs, 
kills,  rills,  and  small  lakes."  Ordinarily,  if  a  river  or  river  segment  is  identified  in  an  official 
publication  or  list  of  another  agency  or  recognized  river  support  organization,  and  if  BLM- 
administered  lands  are  located  within  a  quarter  of  a  mile  of  the  identified  river's  ordinary  high- 
water  mark,  a  case  can  be  made  to  select  it  for  consideration.  AdditionaUy,  criteria  used  in  the 
1978  105(c)  studies  supplemented  BLM's  identification  process.  The  BLM  identified  18  rivers 
in  the  planning  area  for  evaluation  in  this  lAP/EIS. 

Step  2 — Eligibility  Determination.  Each  identified  river  segment  must  be  evaluated  to 
determine  whether  or  not  it  is  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System 
(WSRS).  To  be  eligible,  a  river  segment  must  be  "free-flowing"  and  must  possess  at  least  one 
"outstandingly  remarkable  value." 

7.         Free  Flowing:  Free  flowing  is  defined  by  Section  16(b)  of  the  WSRA  as 
"existing  or  flowing  in  natural  condition  without  impoundment,  diversion,  straightening,  rip- 
rapping,  or  other  modification  of  the  waterway." 

2.  Outstandingly  Remarkable  Values:  Section  1  (b)  of  the  WSRA  requires  that  for  a 

river  segment  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  WSRS,  it  must  possess  one  or  more  of  the 
following  outstandingly  remarkable  values:  scenic,  recreational,  geologic,  fish  and  wildlife, 
historic,  cultural,  or  other  similar  values. 

Based  on  these  criteria,  the  ColviUe  River  has  been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the 
WSRS. 

Step  3 — Suitability  Analysis.  Based  on  the  public  comments  received  during  the  Draft  lAP/EIS 
comment  period,  BLM  will  further  evaluate  the  ColviUe  River  to  determine  whether  it  would  be 
suitable  for  inclusion  in  the  WSRS.  The  factors  considered  in  a  suitability  determination  are 
based  on  Section  4(a)  of  the  WSRA  and  are  elaborated  on  in  Bureau  Manual  8351  A.  These 
factors  are: 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  area  worthy  of  addition  to  the  WSRS; 

2.  Land  ownership  and  associated  or  incompatible  uses.  The  Bureau  Manual  states  that:  "In 
situations  where  there  is  limited  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM.  .  .it  may  be  difficult  to 
ensure.  .  .outstandingly  remarkable  values  could  be  properly  maintained.  .  ..  Accordingly,  for 
those  situations  where  the  BLM  is  unable  to  protect  or  maintain  any  identified  outstandingly 
remarkable  values,  or  through  other  mechanisms  (existing  or  potential),  river  segments  may  be 
determined  suitable  only  if  the  entity  with  land  use  planning  responsibility  supports  the  finding 
and  commits  to  assisting  the  BLM  in  protecting  the  identified  river  values."  The  Manual  goes  on 
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to  state  that:  ". .  .there  might  be  existing  or  future  opportunities  for  the  BLM  to  acquire  river 
shoreline  or  where  landowners  are  willing  to  donate,  exchange,  transfer,  assign,  sell,  or  sign  an 
easement"; 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and  related  waters  that  would  be  enhanced, 
foreclosed,  or  curtailed  in  the  area  were  included  in  the  WSRS,  and  the  values  that  could  be 
foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  is  not  protected  as  part  of  the  WSRS; 

4.  Interest  in  designation  or  nondesignation,  including  the  extent  to  which  the  administration  of 
the  river,  including  the  costs  thereof,  may  be  shared  by  State,  local,  or  other  agencies  or 
individuals; 

5.  Estimated  costs  of  acquiring  lands,  interests  in  lands,  and  administering  the  area  if  it  is  added 
to  the  WSRS;  and 

6.  The  ability  of  the  BLM  to  manage  and/or  protect  the  river  area  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river,  or 
other  mechanisms  (existing  and  potential)  to  protect  identified  values  other  than  wild  and  scenic 
river  designation. 

A  finding  of  nonsuitability  may  be  based  on  one  or  a  combination  of  these  factors. 

Boundary  Identification:  The  final  boundary  determination  generally  is  completed  in  the  river 
management  plan,  which  must  be  completed  within  3  years  of  designation.  A  corridor  boundary 
area  extends  the  length  of  the  identified  river  segment  and  includes  the  river  area,  its  immediate 
environment,  and  lands  within  an  average  of  half  a  mile  (no  more  than  640  acres  per  river  mile) 
of  ordinary  high  water  on  each  bank. 
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VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Definition:   The  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM)  classes  are  used  to  define  minimum  management 
objectives.  Each  class  describes  a  different  degree  of  modification  allowed  in  the  basic  elements  of  the  landscape 
and  still  retain  the  character  of  the  landscape. 

The  VRM  classes  are  defined  by  diree  factors:  (1)  scenic  quality,  (2)  visual  .sensitivity,  and  (3)  distance  zones.  The 
classes  are  then  used  as  the  basis  for  the  following  objectives:  (1)  enhancement,  (2)  rehabilitation,  and  (3) 
protection.  Finally,  these  objectives  become  program  outlines  for  resource  planning  and  project  design. 

Resource  Management  Classes: 

Class  I — This  class  provides  primarily  for  natural  ecological  changes  and  does  not  preclude  very  limited 
management  activity.  Any  contrast  created  within  the  characteristic  landscape  must  not  attract  attention.  This  class 
is  applied  to  wilderness  areas,  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  and  otiier  similar  situations. 

Class  II — Changes  in  any  of  the  basic  elements  (form,  line,  color,  texture)  caused  by  a  management 
activity  should  not  be  evident  in  the  characteristic  landscape.  The  contrast  may  be  seen  but  must  not  attract 
attention. 

Class  ///—Contrasts  to  the  basic  elements  (form,  line,  color,  texture)  caused  by  a  management  activity 
may  be  evident  and  begin  to  attract  attention  but  should  remain  subordinate  to  the  existing  landscape. 

Class  IV — Contrast  may  attract  attention  and  be  a  dominant  feature  of  the  landscape  in  terms  of  scale  but 
should  repeat  the  form,  line,  color,  and  texture  of  the  characteristic  landscape. 

Class  V — Change  is  needed  or  change  may  add  acceptable  visual  variety  to  an  area.  This  class  applies  to 
areas  where  tlie  natural  character  has  been  disturbed  to  a  point  where  rehabilitation  is  needed  to  bring  it  back  into 
character  with  the  surrounding  landscape.  This  class  would  apply  to  areas  identified  in  the  scenic  evaluation  where 
the  quality  of  the  class  has  been  reduced  because  of  unacceptable  cultural  modification. 

Design  Techniques  for  Mitigating  Visual  Impacts: 

A.        LandformfWaterbody 

1.  Reduce  the  size  of  cut  and  fill  slopes.  Consider: 

(a)  Relocating  to  an  area  with  less  slope. 

(b)  Changing  road  widdi,  grade,  etc. 

(c)  Changing  alignment  to  follow  existing  grades. 

(d)  Prohibiting  dumping  of  excess  material  on  downhill  slopes. 

2.  Reduce  earthwork  contrasts.  Consider: 

(a)  Rounding  and/or  warping  slopes. 

(b)  Retaining  rocks,  trees,  drainages,  etc. 

(c)  Toning  down  freshly  broken  rock  faces  with  asphalt-emulsion  spray  or  with 
gray  paint. 

(d)  Adding  mulch,  hydromulch,  or  topsoil. 

(e)  Shaping  cuts  and  fills  to  appear  as  natural  forms, 
(t)  Cutting  r(x:k  areas  so  forms  are  irregular. 

(g)  Designing  to  take  advantage  of  natural  screens  (i.e.,  vegetation,  landforms). 

(h)  Grass  seeding  of  cuts  and  fills. 

H-1 


3.  Maintain  the  integrity  of  topographic  units.  Consider: 

(a)  Locating  projects  away  from  prominent  topographic  features. 

(b)  Designing  projects  to  blend  with  topographic  forms  in  shape  and  placement. 

B.  Vegetation 

1.  Retain  existing  vegetation.  Consider: 

(a)  Using  retaining  walls  on  fill  slopes. 

(b)  Reducing  surface  disturbance. 

(c)  Protecting  roots  from  damage  during  excavations. 

2.  Enhance  revegetation.  Consider: 

(a)  Mulching  cleared  areas. 

(b)  Controlling  planting  times. 

(c)  Furrowing  slopes. 

(d)  Planting  holes  on  cut/fill  slopes. 

(e)  Choosing  native  plant  species. 

(f)  Stockpiling  and  reusing  topsoil. 

(g)  Fertilizing,  mulching,  and  watering  vegetation. 

3.  Minimize  impact  on  existing  vegetation.  Consider: 

(a)  Partial  cut  instead  of  cleaicut. 

(b)  Using  irregular  clearing  shapes. 

(c)  Feathering/thinning  edges. 

(d)  Disposing  of  all  slash. 

(e)  Controlling  construction  access. 

(f)  Utilizing  existing  roads. 

(g)  Limiting  work  within  construction  area. 
(h)  Selecting  type  of  equipment  to  be  used. 

(i)  Minimizing  clearing  size  (i.e.,  strip  only  where  necessary). 

(j)  Grass  seeding  of  cleared  areas. 

4.  Maintain  the  integrity  of  vegetative  units.  Consider: 

(a)  Utilizing  the  edge  effect  for  structure  placement  along  natural  vegetative  breaks. 

C.  Structures 

1.  Minimize  the  number  of  visual  structures. 

2.  Minimize  structure  contrast.  Consider: 

(a)  Using  earthtone  paints  and  stains. 

(b)  Using  cor-ten  steel  (self-weathering). 

(c)  Treating  wood  for  self-weathering. 

(d)  Using  natural  stone  surfaces. 

(e)  Burying  all  or  part  of  the  structure. 

(f)  Selecting  paint  fmi.shes  witli  low  levels  of  reflectivity  (i.e.,  flat  or  semigloss). 

3>  Redesign  structures  tliat  do  not  blend/fit  in.  Consider: 
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(a)  Using  rustic  designs  and  native  building  materials. 

(b)  Using  natural-appearing  forms  t  complement  landscape  character  (use  special 
designs  only  as  a  last  resort). 

(c)  Relocating  structure. 

4.  Minimize  impact  of  utility  crossing.  Consider: 

(a)  Making  crossings  at  right  angles. 

(b)  Setting  back  structures  at  a  maximum  distance  from  the  crossing. 

(c)  Leaving  vegetation  along  the  roadside. 

(d)  Minimizing  view  time. 

(e)  Utilizing  natural  screening. 

(f)  Relocating  structure. 

5.  Recognize  the  valiie  and  limitations  of  color.  Consider: 

(a)  That  color  (hue)  is  most  effective  within  1,000  feet.  Beyond  that  point,  color 
becomes  more  difficult  to  distinguish  and  tone  or  value  determines  visibility 
and  resulting  visual  contrast. 

(b)  That  using  color  has  limited  effectiveness  in  the  structures  that  are  silhouetted 
against  the  sky. 

(c)  Painting  structures  somewhat  darker  than  the  adjacent  landscape  to  compensate 
for  the  effects  of  shade  and  shadow. 

(d)  Selecting  color  to  blend  with  the  land  and  not  the  sky. 
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The  Inupiat  People's  History  and  Future 

with  regard  to  the  National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A) 

A  1997  Perspective  from  the  North  Slope  Borough 


During  this  period  of  renewed  national  interest  in  the  area,  it  is  important  to  consider  the 
perspective  of  the  Inupiat  Eskimo,  the  people  who  live  within  the  boundaries  of  the  23.7 
million  acre  National  Petroleum  Reserve- Alaska  (NPR-A). 

The  North  Slope  Borough,  the  local  home  rule  body  which  governs  the  area  in  which 

NPR-A  is  located,  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  speak  on  behalf  of  its  citizens  in  this 

lAP/DEIS. 

The  Borough  government  represents  the  6,000  residents  of  America's  northern  most 

region,  who  are  predominately  Inupiat  Eskimo  and  who  unquestionably  will  be  impacted 

most  immediately  by  management  decisions  and  the  various  activities  discussed  in  this 

draft  EIS. 

Federal  agencies  engaged  in  preparing  the  DEIS  address  significant  issues  which  arc 
related  to  NPR-A' s  lands,  to  the  Inupiat  people's  use  of  these  lands  and  the  fish  and 
wildlife,  to  our  people's  subsistence  way  of  life  and  to  their  future.  Similarly,  the  future 
of  our  subsistence  uses  and  relationships  between  the  land,  our  culture  and  tradition  and 
our  people  have  imphcations  for  the  NPR-A  leasing  and  land  management  policy  which 
the  DEIS  is  addressing. 

The  NSB  offers  these  facts  and  views  to  other  citizens  interested  in  NPR-A  because,  like 
other  Americans,  the  Inupiat  are  concerned  about  things  that  happen  in  our  home  and 
"neighborhood",  the  NPR-A. 

Reviewing  this  document  will  provide  the  public  and  responsible  decision-makers  a  local 
perspective  on  the  special  concerns  of  the  North  Slope  residents  who  want  to  continue  our 
life  there  forever.    Decisions  about  management,  recreation  and  oil  leases  must  be  based 
on  fuU  knowledge  of  the  Eskimo  people's  historic  and  current  uses  and  interests,  with  an 
eye  toward  the  future  and  avoiding  needless  conflicts. 

This  Statement  of  Additional  Views  is  intended  to  give  voice  to  the  Inupiat  Eskimo 
people  who  Uve  in  Arctic  Alaska.  This  is  their  statement,  organized  simply  as  foUows: 

1.  Inupiat  history  and  current  use  in  the  NPR-A  area. 

2.  Recent  history  of  land  selections  in  the  U.S.  (Alaska)  Arctic 

3.  Conclusion  and  essential  elements  of  a  NSB-preferred  final  EIS  alternative 
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1,  Inupiat  history  and  current  use  in  the  NPR-A  area. 

The  Inupiat  people  have  Hved  and  subsisted  in  the  Arctic  for  centuries  and  continue  to  do 
so  today,  and  plan  to  do  so  for  the  foreseeable  future.  This  the  Inupiat  people  want  to  be 
known,  first  and  foremost. 

The  Inupiat  people's  continuous  and  unbroken  use  of  the  entire  23.7  million  acre  NPR-A 
and  its  4.6  miUion  acre  northeastern  study  area  predates  by  centuries  any  occupation  or 
claim  by  others  and  any  land  ownership  designation  in  the  region. 

The  Inupiat  Eskimo  people  have  roamed  the  vast  Alaska  Arctic  for  thousands  of  years, 
catching  fish  and  game,  settling  and  camping  according  to  the  seasons  and  the  abundance 
of  wildlife.  Much  of  the  activity  took  place  along  the  coast  and  rivers,  but  inland  travel 
was  common,  with  rivers  serving  as  "highways"  when  overland  or  ocean  travel  was  not 
preferred.  Seasonal  camp  shelters,  rest  areas  and  supply  caches,  ice  cellars  for  storage 
and  small  dwellings  are  spread  across  the  Arctic  still  to  support  safe  long-distance  travel 
in  the  extreme  Arctic  conditions. 

Traditional  land  use  sites  and  primitive  infrastructure  were,  and  still  are,  shared  by 
extended  families,  hunting  partners,  whaling  crew  members  and  other  friends  and 
occasional  strangers.  The  responsibility  for  these  sites  continues  to  be  passed  on  to 
successive  generations  as  younger  people  are  taught  by  their  elders  the  detailed  patterns 
of  the  area's  resources,  Arctic  survival  lessons  and  most  importantly,  the  Inupiat  way  of 
Ufe,  Inuuniagniq  -  -  subsistence. 

Today,  in  the  remote  Arctic,  "bush  villages"  have  evolved,  with  airports  the  main 
transportation  facility.  On  the  North  Slope,  some  settlements  still  have  "honey  bucket" 
waste  systems  with  limited  potable  water.  Other  villages  are  more  modern  than  others 
with  electricity,  safe  drinking  water  and  even  some  flush  toilets  in  the  more  intensely- 
settled  communities.  Barrow  is  the  largest  village,  serving  as  the  regional  service  center 
for  the  whole  North  Slope,  containing  half  the  population  and  the  North  Slope  Borough 
government  headquarters. 

Still,  in  1997,  four  of  the  eight  villages  in  the  Borough,  namely  Nuiqsut,  Barrow, 
Wainwright  and  Atqasuk,  remain  surrounded  by  NPR-A  boundaries.  The  other  four  other 
estabhshed  villages  are  Point  Hope,  Point  Lay,  Kaktovik  (Barter  Island)  and  Anaktuvuk 
Pass.  Point  Lay  and  Anaktuvuk  Pass  have  subsistence  relationships  within  the  NPR-A 
area,  and  hunt  many  of  the  same  migratory  species  which  roam  the  vast  North  Slope. 

Wherever  the  animals  and  fish  go,  that  is  where  you  wiU  find  the  Inupiat  living  to  hunt 
and  fish.  To  the  Inupiat,  NPR-A  and  other  federal  boundaries  seem  artificial,  but  the 
people  have  learned  to  co-exist  with  them. 
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2.  Recent  history  of  land  selections  in  the  U.S.  (Alaska)  Arctic 

A  review  of  the  lands  history  involving  the  Arctic  shows  how  North  Slope  lands  were 
progressively  withdrawn  from  selection  by  the  NSB  government  and  by  Inupiat  people 
and  their  village  and  regional  corporations,  even  though  each  entity  consistently 
expressed  its  desire  to  select  lands  within  the  NPR-A  (and  other  federal  Arctic  areas) 
under  municipal  or  native  entitlement. 

Much  of  this  history  was  marked  by  federal  actions  such  as  a  new  administrative 
designation  of  two  "Special  Areas"  within  the  NPR-A  for  example,  without  attending 
first  to  the  rights  of  the  Inupiat  people  who  Hve  there. 

Lands  available  for  Inupiat  selection  were  severely  limited  by  prior  state  and  federal 
government  selection,  without  regard  to  Inupiat  use  of  or  their  aboriginal  title  to  the  land. 
The  remaining  land  in  many  cases  was  not  useful  for  historic  or  future  needs. 

In  summary: 

1923     An  Executive  Order  #3234  by  President  Harding  designates  23.7  million  acres  of 
the  western  Arctic  as  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4  -  or  PET  4. 

1959  Alaska  accepts  statehood  with  a  102  million  acre  land  entitlement  which  includes 
much  of  the  remaining  central  Arctic  where  the  giant  Prudhoe  Bay  oihield  is  discovered 
ten  years  later,  also  removing  it  from  Inupiat  selection. 

1960  8.9  million  acres  of  the  eastern  Arctic  are  withdrawn  for  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  adjacent  to  the  Inupiat  community  of  Kaktovik. 

1971    The  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act  (ANCSA)  created  13  regional 
corporations  and  allowed  for  a  total  native  lands  settlement  of  44  million  acres,  but  only 
in  areas  not  already  federally- designated  or  in  some  cases,  state-selected. 

Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation  (ASRC),  the  North  Slope  regional  corporation,  was 
denied  its  subsurface  selection  rights  within  NPR-A  as  a  result,  with  villages  given 
limited  surface  selection  in  the  petroleum  reserve. 

1976     The  Naval  Petroleum  Reserves  Production  Act  (NPRPA)  re-names  PET  4  the 
National  Petroleum  Reserve-Alaska  (NPR-A)  and  puts  it  under  the  Department  of  Interior 
jurisdiction. 

1980    The  Alaska  National  Interest  Lands  Conservation  Act  (ANILCA)  expands  and 
creates  refuges,  new  parks  and  preserves  which  further  divide  the  Inupiat  traditional 
homeland  into  restrictive  conservation  units,  including  designated  Wilderness. 

1997  Secretary  Babbitt  visits  the  North  Slope  people,  including  a  visit  to  a  subsistence 
hunting  and  fishing  camp  and  promises  the  Inupiat  residents  he  will  "not  perpetuate  500 
years  of  separating  people  from  the  land." 
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3.  Conclusion  and  essential  elements  of  a  NSB-preferred  final  EIS  alternative 

The  Inupiat  people  heard  and  believed  Secretary  Babbitt  as  he  spoke. 

During  this  latest  renewal  of  national  interest  in  NPR- A,  the  Inupiat  people  believe  that 
the  federal  government  should  address  and  resolve  outstanding  land  issues  with  the 
Native  people  who  live  there.  This  should  happen  before,  or  concurrent  with,  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  or  any  other  special  designations  in  the  NPR- A. 

The  North  Slope  Borough,  ASRC  and  the  village  and  tribal  governments  of  the  North 
Slope  have  all  recommended  land  settlement  proposals,  exchanges  and  other  options  to 
give  the  Inupiat  legally-recognized  access  and  title  to  theii-  traditional  land  use  sites.    This 
issue  remains  a  major  element  of  a  North  Slope  Borough  preferred  alternative.  Nothing 
in  this  DEIS  precludes  addressing  this  range  of  issues  before  creating  a  new  set  of 
intervening  third  party  legal  rights  in  the  form  of  oil  and  gas  leases  or  special 
designations. 

The  North  Slope  Borough  is  on  record  strongly  opposed  to  any  alternative  or  mix  of 
alternatives  which  involve  additional  withdrawals  or  designations  which  prevent 
subsistence  activity  or  properly-regulated  oil  and  gas  development  in  NPR-A  or  the 
Planning  Area. 

Of  paramount  concern  to  the  NSB  is  the  guaranteed  and  perpetual  use,  both  individual 
and  communal,  of  the  land  in  NPR-A  for  the  people  who  have  always  lived  there. 
Unresolved  land  issues  must  be  a  priority  undertaking. 

The  land  and  the  Inupiat  hfe  are  inseparable.  The  land  and  sea  are  the  source  of  the 
Inupiat  food  and  culture.  Even  so,  the  Inupiat  have  accommodated  federal  agency 
management,  seismic  surveys,  film  crews,  recreational  adventurers,  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  scientists  of  all  types  and  now  the  potential  for  new  leasehold  interest  in 
these  lands,  with  development  certain  to  come  if  commercial  discoveries  are  made. 

If  the  government  does  not  deal  with  the  issue  of  communal  use  of  land  for  cultural 
purposes,  traditional  land  use  and  more  modern  future  uses  in  a  way  that  allows  the 
Inupiat  Ufestyle  to  flourish,  then  the  federal  government  will  have  failed  the  Inupiat 
people  in  the  process. 

Thank  you  for  listening  to  and  learning  from  the  residents  of  the  North  Slope. 


For  more  information  on  the  North  Slope  and  its  people,  please  contact: 

Mayor  Ben  Nageak 

Public  Information  on  NPR-A 

Box  69 

Barrow,  AK  99723 
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APPENDIX  J 


Draft 

lAP/EIS 

Commenters 


"MT^TV 
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The  following  table  lists  the  comments  on  the  Northeast  NPR-A  Draft  IAP\EIS.  Identical  letters 
and  postcards  received  a  single  number.  In  cases  where  there  were  numerous  (more  than  a  half 
dozen)  identical  comments,  names  of  the  commenters  are  not  provided.  For  example,  see 
Comment  Numbers  12  and  22.  We  extend  our  apologies  to  those  whose  names  we  may  have 
misread. 
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Tabic  J-1 
Providers  of  Written  Comments  on  the  NE  NPR-A  IAP\EIS 


1 

David  Peterson 

44 

Sigrid  Hannah  Mabel 

87 

Ann  L.  Newbury 

2 

Ron  and  Bonnie  Wendt 

45 

Sruti  Bhaumik 

88 

Mike  and  Diane  Frank 

3 

Todd  Bear 

46 

Constantina  Economou 

89 

Martha  Jokela 

4 

Troy  Reinheart 

47 

Preston  Motes 

90 

D.  Caldwell  Jones 

5 

James  N.  Stephens 

48 

Broward  Co.  Audubon  Society 

91 

Donald  C.  Jones 

6 

Barry  Moore 

49 

Ladd  Coates 

92 

Pat  Henry 

7 

JeffBehan 

50 

Helene  and  Charles  Riley 

93 

William  Stivers 

8 

Mark  Nielson 

51 

Lester  Wood 

94 

Constance  Wolfe 

9 

Doug  La  FoUette 

52 

Sarah  P.  Faulconer 

95 

Sally  Bostwick 

10 

Tim  Saunders 

53 

Dan  Bogan 

96 

Dan  Fleming 

11 

Thomas  J.  Classen 

54  ' 

Sarah  H.  Gerrish 

97 

James  M.  Byrnes 

12 

Postcard  Mail-in  (Audubon  Society) 

55 

Postcard  Mail-in  (Alaska  Center  f<x 
the  Environment/Sierra  Club) 

98 

Sandra  Arnold 

13 

F.  Robert  Bell  and  Assoc. 

56 

John  Spezia 

99 

Rachel  Gemat 

14 

Hans  Johnson 

57 

Marc  Massengale 

100 

'Elizabeth  McNeill 

15 

Susan  E.  Cox 

58 

Francis  L.  Daggett 

101 

Sarah  Ramuglia 

16 

Susan  Zwinger 

59 

Sanibel-Captiva  Audubon  Society 

102 

Tony  Slatonbaiker 

17 

Jean  Miller 

60 

Scott  Bailey 

103 

Bernard  J.  Kikta 

18 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Todd  D.  Peter 

61 

Timothy  Byers 

104 

Gerald  R.  Brookman 

19 

DuPage  Audubon  Society 

62 

Chris  S.  Stevens 

105 

Stanley  Schoening 

20 

June  Ringer 

63 

Coastal  Encounters  Nature  Center 

106 

Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corpcffation 

21 

Bert  Charest 

64 

Ventura  Audubon  Society 

107 

Wildlife  Management  Institute 

22 

Mail-in  campaign 

65 

Erik  Forburger  and  Janet  Scott 

108 

Daniel  Nelson 

23 

Oscar  Frank,  Jr. 

66 

Anna  Peterson 

109 

Gail  N.  Ryba 

24 

Olga  M.  Rosche 

67 

Sherri  Schelk 

110 

Graydon  Dill 

25 

Marcus  Olson 

68 

Herbert  J.  Mason 

111 

Stephen  Booth,  Jr. 

26 

Dave  Bordenkircher 

69 

Sharon  L.  Sorby  and  Guy  Larson 

112 

Gary  D.  Rainville 

27 

Alan  and  Monica  Gregca-y 

70 

Howard  Whitaker 

113 

Bill  Anelli 

28 

Gary  Simpson 

71 

Harvey  Broome  Group,  Sierra  Club 

114 

Suzanne  Menghraj 

29 

Vivian  C.  Menaker 

72 

Doug  La  Follette 

115 

Terry  Cvmimings 

30 

Wendy  Schorr 

73 

Tennessee  Forest  Defence  Council 

116 

Sarah  Bontempi 

31 

Barbara  A.  Lund 

74 

Stephen  and  Bronwyn  Schweigerdt 

117 

Eugene  Harrison 

32 

Armand  R.  LaPalme 

75 

Green  Mountain  Forest  Watch 

118 

Nancy  Waterman 

33 

Peter  Zadis 

76 

Peter  Berger 

119 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Donald  S.  Teague 

34 

Jack  Biscoe 

77 

Deborah  O.  Rush 

120 

Dr.  Sandra  Vaisvil 

35 

June  Ringer 

78 

D.  J.  Champagne 

121 

Elizabeth  A.  Blassingham 

36 

WilliamL.  Groth,  Jr. 

79 

Margaret  A.  Sewall 

122 

Dan  Dumont 

37 

Ray  Payne 

80 

Katherine  Delanoy 

123 

Dona  Feaster 

38 

Ron  FranMewicz 

81 

Ron  Bennett 

124 

WolfLutton 

39 

Inupiat  Community  of  the  Arctic  Slope 

82 

Hans  Detweiler 

125 

Sarah  Swift  Masterman 

40 

Deborah  O.  Rush 

83 

Larry  E.  Moss 

126 

Charlene  Whiting 

41 

Jess  Kuntz 

84 

Tom  Sewell 

127 

Preston  M.  Motes  III 

42 

Rick  Shattuck 

85 

Sam  Booher 

128 

Jane  Adams 

43 

Sunil  V.  Somalwar 

86 

Jay  Stange 

129 

Linda  J.  Bassi 
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130 

Jeffery  M.  Watt 

174 

Shelsea  L.  Strutz 

218 

Helen  Drury 

131 

Brian  Keane 

175 

Lynn  McQuillen 

219 

M.  Ruth  Niswander 

132 

South-Central  Timber  Development,  Inc. 

176 

Robert  Huebner 

220 

M.  Ruth  Niswander 

133 

Jim  Carsella 

177 

Stephanie  Fisk 

221 

Doug  Torelle 

134 

Georgia  K.  Lozinsky 

178 

Larry  Crenshaw 

222 

Quittapahilla  Audubon  Society 

135 

Jim  Levine 

179 

Jodi  Cosper 

223 

Glenn  O.  Martinson 

136 

Sara  McCuistion 

180 

Jeremy  Sheaffer 

224 

Gordon  Bloom 

137 

Chris  Henningsen 

181 

Lesli  Corthell,  Robert  Dolan 

225 

Anne  Brooke 

138 

Brenden  Yakoubian 

182 

Bob  Brister 

226 

Richard  J.  Gordon 

139 

Kaniksu  Bioregional  Council 

183 

David  Neary  Cemicek 

227 

Mark  Levensky 

140 

Matt  Kinney 

184 

Dave  and  Cathy  Lueders 

228 

J.Cass 

141 

Stephanie  Snider 

185 

Muriel  Grim 

229 

Marvin  O.  Wright 

142 

George  Chailos 

186 

John  Hagberg 

230 

Alaska  Air  Carriers  Association 

143 

Mike  Simmons 

187 

Concerned  Friends  of  Ferry  Co. 

231 

Associated  General  Contractors  of 
Alaska 

144 

Barbara  and  Michael  Naughton 

188 

DanPrzywojski 

232 

Petro  Marine  Services 

145 

Jeremy  Schreifels 

189 

Ian  Anderson 

233 

Keith  L.  Lindse 

146 

Denise  Joines 

190 

Eugene  A.  Schubert 

234 

John  Merrick 

147 

Christine  Reilly 

191 

Siksik  Foundation 

235 

Randy  Carter 

148 

Joe  Hickey 

192 

David  Lacey 

236 

Arctic  Power 

149 

Andrew  Raichle 

193 

Alan  Shurman 

237 

Leah  R.  Karpen 

150 

David  McCabe 

194 

James  F.  Lipman 

238 

Linda  Hoagland 

151 

J.  T.  Bass 

195 

Ann  Leonard 

239 

Peter  Schurman 

152 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Robert  Anderlik 

196 

Robin  Mower 

240 

Voice  of  the  Environment 

153 

David  M.  McCahon 

197 

Andrea  Esser 

241 

Melinda  Swcker 

154 

Anita  Johnson 

198 

Mark  Madden 

242 

John  Maroney 

155 

Phil  Rothschild 

199 

Debra  Lynn  Gore 

243 

Paddock  &  Mastin 

156 

Marilyn  Dinger 

200 

Ian  Hallett 

244 

Jimmy  Orth 

157 

Monica  DuClaud 

201 

Walter  Cook 

245 

David  Shettleroe 

158 

Thomas  J.  Classen 

202 

Ted  Webb 

246 

Frank  Keim 

159 

Eleanor-Ann  Davis 

203 

James  S.  Wadell 

247 

Jen  Brock 

160 

Carmen  T.  Santasania 

204 

Tim  Holy 

248 

Paul  Carlton 

161 

Brian  O'Donnell 

205 

Lee  Daniels 

249 

Marilyn  Dinger 

162 

Arthur  Schnnidt 

206 

Robert  Franz 

250 

Jackie  Juliana  and  Paul  Levine 

163 

Jennifer  L.  Guesquierre 

207 

James  Grotha 

251 

Sherry  L.  Dixon,  Heidi  Most,  Kent  H. 
Buhl 

164 

Anne  M.  O.  Geloran 

208 

Andrea  Bauch 

252 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Arthur  Morley 

165 

Barrito  Floore 

209 

Todd  Bauch 

253 

Bill  Barnes 

166 

Aaron  Draven 

210 

Richard  Stellner 

254 

Weaver  Bros.,  Inc. 

167 

Steve  Jambeck 

211 

Bethany  M.  Holmes 

255 

Jill  M.  Johnson 

168 

Mary  Adams 

212 

Christopher  Daley 

256 

Ross  A.  Coen 

169 

Miriam  Rosenblum 

213 

Louie  Kroll 

257 

Robert  E.  Johnston 

170 

Georgia  Chapter  Sierra  Club 

214 

Jeff  Fellas 

258 

Frank  Olsen 

171 

Heather  Wheeler 

215 

Joaima  Phillips 

259 

David  A.  Pisaneschi, 

172 

Gaston  Nichols 

216 

Don  Pendergrast 

260 

Anne  Sellers 

173 

Tony  R.  Kretz 

217 

Tracie  Batson  Pendergrast 

261 

Alexandra  L.  Davis  and  Marty  Colon 
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262 

Shan  Collins 

305 

Fred  Beddall 

348 

Pateicia  Blank 

263 

Postcard  Mail-in  (Wilderness 
Society/Alaska  Wilderness  League) 

306 

Sal  Campagna 

349 

William  L.Canada 

264 

Irv  Ackerman 

307 

Aaron  Mitchell 

350 

Elizabeth  F.  Eisner 

265 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

308 

Lairy  and  Gimone  Hall 

351 

Edward  Hakala 

266 

Form  letter  mail-in  (fto-Development) 

309 

San  Diego  Audubon  Society 

352 

R.  M.  Jens 

267 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

310 

LeAnn  Whetstone 

353 

Wilbur  Green 

268 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

311 

Karen  Jettmar 

354 

Mark  Sutherlin 

269 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

312 

Brian  Keane 

355 

B.  Morse 

270 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

313 

Gerald  R.  Brookman 

356 

Jan  Konigsberg 

271 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

314 

Dorothy  Boynton 

357 

CarolAnne  Chesitis 

111 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

315 

Friends  of  the  Nescopeck 

358 

Joel  Kuperberg 

m 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

316 

Alan  Orvis 

359 

Corrie  E.  Bates 

214 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

317 

Daniel  Schmitt 

360 

David  Crouch 

275 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

318 

Callie  Jordan 

361 

Dorothy  Boynton 

276 

Form  letter  mail-in  (Pro-Development) 

319 

Michele  Sooy 

362 

Nils  P.  Sara 

111 

Sen.  Dave  Donley 

320 

Kurt  D.  Pluntke 

363 

Ian  Walton 

278 

Andre  Bouchard 

321 

John  R.  Swanson 

364 

Loretta  and  Cliff  Low 

279 

Donna  Lanciotte 

322 

Art  and  Ruth  Riffenburgh 

365 

Annelouise  Jones 

280 

Gladys  Benson 

323 

West  Michigan  Environmental  Action 
Council 

366 

Randal  L.  Owens 

281 

Kenneth  R.  Niswander 

324 

Gary  J.  Green 

367 

Rosalind  Dobkins 

282 

North  Star  Terminal  and  Stevedore  Co. 

325 

Rick  Rogers 

368 

Mike  Schut 

283 

George  R.  Schmidt 

326 

Ann  Owens 

369 

Elizabeth  Anne  Booth 

284 

Ann  M.  Throckmorton 

327 

Steitz  Family 

370 

Carol  Kleckner 

285 

Jennifer  Lyons 

328 

Michael  McPhail 

371 

Phillips  Petroleum  Company 

286 

Corrie  E.  Bates,  Donald  H.  Kern 

329 

Nick  [no  full  name  provided) 

372 

Deloitte&ToucheLLP 

287 

John  Metzger 

330 

John  Deimehy 

373 

Edna  Plikerd 

288 

Daniel  W.  Semler 

331 

David  Lien 

374 

Richard  L.  Marks 

289 

David  Wilmot 

332 

R.  Kiffen  Hope 

375 

Alan  J.  Shurman 

290 

Clarence  Petty 

333 

Voice  of  Wildlife 

376 

Charles  Newman 

291 

Karen  P.  Thomas 

334 

Ohio  Sierra  Club 

377 

J.  Barbosa 

292 

Steve  and  Bronwyn  Schweigerdt 

335 

Thomas  Tereszkiewicz 

378 

Adam  Miner 

293 

Bill  and  Marilyn  Voorhies 

336 

EUamae  Jurgens,  Marsha  Jurgens- 
Hairis,  Craig  Harris 

379 

Allen  C.  Bourne 

294 

Alexander  Roth                                                   337 

Robert  DeWolfe 

380 

Chris  Case 

295 

Sharon  Stroble                                                       338 

Warren  C.  Christiansen 

381 

E.  Neil  MacKinnon 

296 

Robert  Gold 

339 

Dan  Hart 

382 

Kimberly  Mattson  Hansen 

297 

Dexter  Hake 

340 

Karen  Meyers 

383 

Ken  Maloney  and  Julie  Ford-Maloney 

298 

Gaston  Nichols 

341 

Mary  Cox 

384 

Diane  Murray 

299 

Steven  D.  Eyer 

342 

Nicholas  Winstead 

385 

Mil  Kinsella-Sullivan 

300 

Jerry  Jacobs 

343 

Jim  Steitz 

386 

American  Council  for  an  Energy- 
Efficient  Economy 

301 

Jake  Schutt 

344 

Tammy  R.  Mose 

387 

Jay  M.  Uland 

302 

Theis  Research  &  Engineering  LLC 

345 

Cynthia  CoUingwood 

388 

Wendell  Funk 

303 

Rafael  Flores 

346 

Caroline  Garland 

389 

Linda  Olivers 

304 

Mark  McCaustland 

347 

Paddy  Tatum 

390 

John  and  Camille  Holzheimer 
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391 

Jim  Yarbrough 

434 

Kenneth  H.  Duncan 

477 

Lynn  Larsen 

392 

JoeGasU 

435 

R.  A.  Vandergrift 

478 

Delaware-Otsego  Audubon  Society,  Inc. 

393 

National  Audubon  Society,  Aullwood 
Audubon  Center  &  Farm 

436 

Diane  and  John  P.  Koenig 

479 

Quinn  Radford 

394 

Rick  Steiner 

437 

Robert  E.  Howe 

480 

Jeanne  Norrgard 

395 

TimKardatzke,  Kyle  &  Brett  Joly, 
Sherrill  Blodget,  and  Joseph  A.  Bishop 

438 

Elsie  M.  Wiedner 

481 

Chriss  Scheller 

396 

David  Zimmerman 

439 

Ray  Products  Incraporated 

482 

Suzanne  H.  Williams 

397 

Paul  Lindholdt 

440 

Carol  Rail 

483 

Donald  C.  AUU7 

398 

Eric  B.  Snyder 

441 

Chequamegon  Audubon  Society 

484 

Louise  W.  Fabrykiewicz 

399 

Kathy  Kuyper 

442 

Peter  Zadis 

485 

L.  Betts 

400 

Lairy  E.  Moss 

443 

Mark  Lovett 

486 

Adria  Lassiter 

401 

Stacy  Hofifman,  IL 

444 

Richard  J.  Sailors 

487 

Lisa  K.  Kleves 

402 

Marty  Steitz 

445 

Billy  E.  Butts 

488 

Caesara  [only  partial  name  provided] 

403 

Rodney  E.  Parlee 

446 

Grant  E.  M.  Matheke 

489 

D.  Minkler 

404 

Bruce  Rosenwasser 

447 

Annette  Bottaro-Walklet  and  Keith 
Walklet 

490 

Hop  K  Leihane 

405 

Dennis  McCarthy 

448 

Michael  Robinson 

491 

Hezzg  [only  partial  name  provided] 

406 

Ryan  Hickey,  IN 

449 

Mha  Atma  Singh  Khalsa 

492 

Elizabeth  Bone 

407 

Jennifer  Taylor 

450 

Maria  A.  Patten 

493 

Jeimifer  Beiezar 

408 

Joshua  Simpson 

451 

Brenda  Corey 

494 

Scott  Anderson 

409 

Klamath  Forest  Alliance 

452 

Ingrid  Hogle 

495 

S.  O'Neill 

410 

Timothy?.  Dirkx 

453 

Rianne  Peny 

496 

Mikail  P.  Ming 

411 

Jdin  H.  Kim,  Bradley  W.  B.  Mar2Mllo, 
Emily  Brotherton,  Megan  E.  Cavanaugh 

454 

Animal  Care  and  Welfare,  SPCA 

497 

L.  S.  Pralt 

412 

EUzabeth  and  Harold  Hedelman,  S. 
Hedel 

455 

Jc*ui  K.  Mahon 

498 

David  Sielaff 

413 

Roger  and  Judy  Anderson 

456 

Roald  Cairn 

499 

B.  Edwards 

414 

Bruce  Kube 

457 

AnnLott 

500 

Denise  Janeson 

415 

William  R.  Coming 

458 

Howard  L.  Harris 

501 

Molly  Crowell 

416 

Karen  Biesanz 

459 

Mark  M.  Giese 

502 

T.  Tanzaly 

417 

Chris  Merhige 

460 

Beverly  I.  Sttassmann 

503 

Robert  B.  Stone 

418 

Robert  M.  Mirabelli 

461 

Dorothy  R.  Chandler 

504 

[illegible] 

419 

Karin  and  Thomas  Anderson 

462 

David  L.  Elmendorf 

505 

Clinton  G  [illegible] 

420 

Michael  McNamara 

463 

Nicholas  Winstead 

506 

Lori  Richloff 

421 

Montana  River  Action  Network 

464 

Ruth  Petranek 

507 

Ann  Middleton 

422 

Federation  of  Western  Outdow  Clubs 

465 

Dorothy  P.  Pineman 

508 

J.  Franlin 

423 

Mail-in  campaign 

466 

Don  Gennero 

509 

Tess  L.  Jaderich 

424 

Katherine  Hoak 

467 

Lynden  Logistics 

510 

M.  Ausi  [illegible] 

425 

Helen  Schulz 

468 

Gary  D.  Gordon 

511 

Aron  Gonza  [illegible] 

426 

Darren  Wells 

469 

John  C.  Haas 

512 

[illegible] 

427 

Bexar  Audubon  Society 

470 

Wendell  P.  Garton 

513 

[illegible] 

428 

Vance  W.  Handley 

471 

Chris  Scranton 

514 

Vera  Boone 

429 

Thomas  E.  Luebben 

472 

Tom  Scribner 

515 

B.  Brasted-Maki 

430 

Stephanie  Smith,  Parallel  Partners 

473 

Marjorie  Ann  Leone 

516 

Stephen  E.  Marino 

431 

William  Berley 

474 

Harold  W.  Dodgen 

517 

Deborah  Gomez 

432 

Felicia  Merritt 

475 

Carolyn  Cantrell 

518 

Margaret  F.  Yawn 

433 

First  Baptist  Church 

476       Roger  L.  Duba 

519 

David  Levner 
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520 

Judith  Toubes 

563 

Christine  Klein 

606 

Jay  Good 

521 

Laurie  Schimmoeller 

564 

David  C.  Houghton 

607 

Jan  Holt 

522 

Shirley  Kovar 

565 

Patricia  A.  Henry 

608 

Allen  Kamatz 

523 

Katharine  L.  Derge 

566 

Petition  by  25  pecple.  Ft.  Colhns,  CO 
area 

609 

Andy  Robinson 

524 

Joe  Weaver 

567 

Robert  A.  and  Dolores  T.  Lad 

610 

JoanF.  Stickley 

525 

Susan  Cunningham  Catnpbell 

568 

Mary  Blackmore 

611 

DOTOthy  Geisler 

526 

Rita  Solow 

569 

Marjorie,  K.  Angastluk 

612 

Donna  Young 

527 

Bobbie  Cohen 

570 

Julie  A.  Gifford 

613 

Margaret  Dooley 

528 

Todd  S.  Roessler 

571 

Josh  Richards 

614 

Susan  Crampton 

529 

Sandy  Huntzinger 

572 

Lyle  R.  Yablonsky 

615 

Pan  O'Neill 

530 

Sharlene  Myers 

573 

Abby  Hoats 

616 

Bonnie  W.  Eisenfeld 

531 

June  Kluglein 

574 

Ronn  M.  Brourman 

617 

Jim  Ciha 

532 

Don  Andrews 

575 

Ryan  Halter 

618 

P.  Adler 

533 

Dianna  M.  Brown 

576 

Mac  E.  Wheeler 

619 

Mark  Atkins 

534 

Donna  M.  Balkan 

577 

Bennett  Beach 

620 

Lesse  Atkins 

535 

Roger  S.  Smith 

578 

Tim  Bristol 

621 

Eleanor  Light 

536 

Alexander  Censor 

579 

Laurie  Hall 

622 

Robin  Rothman 

537 

Frances  M.  Perlman 

580 

Monica  Rdide 

623 

Kenneth  D.  Johnsen 

538 

Jules  Kurtz 

581 

Alabama  Audubon  Council  &  Alabama 
Environmental  Council 

624 

Robert  S.  Thompson 

539 

Karen  Turiel 

582 

Cynthia  Welte 

625 

Mike  Johnson  and  Karen  Briggs 

540 

Marybeth  Holleman 

583 

William  Daily 

626 

Barbara  Stewart 

541 

Clark  Milne 

584 

Jcdin  C.  Billing 

627 

Doris  L.  Fern 

542 

Natalie  Halpin 

585 

The  Hamiltons 

628 

Patricia  Bass 

543 

Diane  Bolte-Silverman,  Jay  Silverman 

586 

Constance  Philip 

629 

Jdm  Pamperin 

544 

Merry  C.  Scandle 

587 

Meta  Heller 

630 

Ward  and  Lois  Irwin 

545 

Shekar  Chandrasekar 

588 

Shirley  Ann  McGrath 

631 

Denise  K.  Theodoras 

546 

Carol  H.  Cassetti 

589 

Karen  Fumweger 

632 

Brett  Melhntort 

547 

Georganna  Bidlock 

590 

Charles  F  Belmont 

633 

Michelle  Cunningham 

548 

Daniel  Vice 

591 

John  J.  and  Mary  Dunn 

634 

Mark  Stumick 

549 

Alexander  Guyek 

592 

Malcolm  Gillis 

635 

Ehzabeth  Tung 

550 

Peg  H.  Bachmann 

593 

James  Corcoran 

636 

Michael  A.  Mooney 

551 

Kyle  M.Hall 

594 

Charles  E.  Clark 

637 

Franz  Baum 

552 

Kathleen  A.  and  K.  W.  Nicholson 

595 

Mike  Gracz 

638 

unsigned 

553 

Youth  Environmental  Society,  Hopewell 
Valley  Central  HS,  Pennington,  NJ 

596 

S.  Christopher  Jacobs 

639 

Rick  King 

554 

C.  Williams 

597 

Joseph  Rueter 

640 

Kenneth  A.  Sloane 

555 

Susan  Englehait 

598 

Edward  Loosh 

641 

Elizabeth  M.  Wheeler 

556 

WalterA.  Koerber,  Jr. 

599 

Greg  Juenemann 

642 

Vema  Wilson 

557 

Larry  and  Joyce  Henderson 

600 

John  E.  Wilder 

643 

[illegible] 

558 

Robert  J.  Greer 

601 

Barbara  E.  Kurtz 

644 

Larry  Abers 

559 

Fred  E.  Chow 

602 

Steven  Hannon 

645 

Tad  Eareckson 

560 

Jefif  Adams 

603 

American  Rivers 

646 

Mary  K.  Byrne 

561 

Western  Ancient  Forest  Campaign 

604 

Dan  Eidson 

647 

Aashish  Bhimani 

562 

J.  Capozzelli 

605 

Ann  Bullock 

648 

Andy  Foster 
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649 

Roy  Vanderleelie 

692 

Crispin  H.  Pierce 

735 

Annette  Faurote 

650 

Deana  M.  Crumbling 

693 

Jim  Green 

736 

Ruth  Connery 

651 

Sharon  Stroble 

694 

Rebecca  Nisonger 

737 

San  Diego  Audubon  Society 

652 

John  Joseph  Dziak 

695 

Thomas  Tereszldewicz 

738 

Natchiq,  Inc. 

653 

Don  Crowe 

696 

Laurie  Colton 

739 

Animal  Protection  Institute 

654 

Linda  K.  Sant'Angelo 

697 

Chuck  Mitchell 

740 

Linda  P.  Martineau 

655 

Christine  Champe  and  Andrew  Wilcox 

698 

Daniel  Calnan 

741 

Timothy  A.  Ulewicz 

656 

Catherine  C.  Resmer,  Steven  Holt, 
Kathleen  Daly,  Tesh  Bhattacharya 

699 

Tammy  L.  Tribit 

742 

Betty  B.  Herder 

657 

Kit  McGinnis  and  Hugh  Deaner 

700 

Scott  R.  Anaya 

743 

Frances  Perlman 

658 

Buck  Tilton 

701 

Horence  A.  Dickson 

744 

Robert  and  Sandy  Fursich 

659 

Darren  Pace 

702 

Eric  Reinarman 

745 

Paul  Moss 

660 

Alaska  Instrument  Co.,  Inc. 

703 

John  W.  Herberg 

746 

Shannon  Sawdy 

661 

Sally  Huffman 

704 

Eleni  Panagiotaraku 

747 

Wilma  T.  Kennell 

662 

David  Naghski 

705 

Elsa  Martz 

748 

Howard  L.  Harris 

663 

James  Ellington 

706 

Tina  Farley 

749 

Teimessee  Citizens  for  Wilderness 
Planning 

664 

Natural  Resources  Mgmt  students 
Rollins  College,  Winter  Park,  FL 

707 

Rachelle  L.  Coleman 

750 

John  Langan 

665 

Scott  Lehmann 

708 

Greg  Probst 

751 

Betty  Mannlein 

-666 

Nick  Nichols 

709 

Jill  K.  Clibum 

752 

ToUef  Monson 

667 

Clay  Venable 

710 

Linda  Bertles 

753 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  John  Hofweber 

668 

Ivan  Rose 

711 

Newkirk  L.  Johnson 

754 

Elisha  Mitchell  Audubon  Society 

669 

Toby  Davidow 

712 

Barbara  Buntin 

755 

Rachel  Boylan 

670 

Edward  E.  C.  Clebsch 

713 

Rachel  Thomas 

756 

Lili  Lisa  Lytle 

671 

David  Holt 

714 

Samuel  R.  Rushforth 

757 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Richard  Keene 

672 

Mary  Briscoe 

715 

Kris  Nelson 

758 

The  Miller  Family 

673 

Donald  Bauhs 

716 

Badreyyah  Alireza 

759 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Alan  Meisel 

674 

James  M.  Glennon 

717 

Steve  Paulson 

760 

Maryland  Coalition  for  Animal  Rights 

675 

dmhowie  [e-mail  address] 

718 

Candace  Crane 

761 

Jack  Robbins 

676 

William  W.Steibel 

719 

Terri  Tipping  and  John  Enderle 

762 

Dusty  Arnold 

677 

JimCoUord 

720 

Heather  R.  Garland 

763 

Clifford  E.  Anderson 

678 

Lura  Weaver 

721 

no  name  provided 

764 

Stephen  L.  Wallace 

679 

Michael.  A-  Brogan 

722 

Paul  Van  Steenberghe 

765 

Great  Northwest  Inc. 

680 

Liam  Cassidy 

723 

Herbert  E.  Harris  III 

766 

Jamie  Wright 

681 

Ted  Anderson 

724 

Michael  Weiner 

767 

John  R.  E.  Bliese 

682 

Angela  Minor 

725 

Kerry  Jackson 

768 

Kathleen  Roberts 

683 

Zalton  [e-mail  address] 

726 

Mark  H.  Reed 

769 

Choctawhatchee  Audubon  Society 

684 

Whitney  McClelland 

727 

Pool  Arctic  Alaska 

770 

Carleton  Schaller,  Jr. 

685 

Jonah  Busch 

728 

Klamath  Forest  Alliance 

771 

Will  and  Jane  Curtis 

686 

JmHennig  [e-mail  address] 

729 

Petition  by  72  people,  Sebastapol  and 
elsewhere  in  CA 

772 

Virginia  Purdy 

687 

John  Stevens 

730 

Zin  Kittredge 

773 

Pam  and  Kandy  Swedberg 

688 

Richard  L.  Hamilton 

731 

Amy  Longo 

774 

Carol  Tanner 

689 

Gregg  M.  Wardrip 

732 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  George  Yokoi 

775 

Tom  Evans 

690 

R.  Kiffen  Hope 

733 

Karen  M.  Fant 

776 

Robin  Rothman 

691 

Clark  A.  Buchner 

734 

Seattle  Audubon  Society 

777 

Quittapahilla  Audubon  Society 
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778 

John  R.  Swanson 

823 

Tom  Rumpf 

868 

Patricia  Walker 

779 

Richard  L.  Marks 

824 

Bryan  Warf 

869 

Kathleen  Anne  McMuUen 

780 

Rachel  Hein 

825 

Union  Texas  Alaska,  LLC 

870 

Arlene  and  Ross  Montgomery 

781 

Marilyn  Cain 

826 

Steve  Robinson 

871 

William  Willers 

782 

Irene  and  Steve  Fungang 

827 

Jeffrey  R.  Bernstein 

872 

Paul  Bosquet 

783 

Anne  Koenig 

828 

Edward  C.  Hash 

873 

Monica  Aufrecht 

784 

Rick  Meyers 

829 

Eric  S.  Johnson 

874 

Paul  Sieracki 

785 

Amber  Dilger 

830 

Ellen  J.  Richardson 

875 

Alaska  Clean  Water  Alliance 

786 

Kelly  Wilkening 

831 

David  L.  Brimbetry 

876 

Citizens  League  for  Environmental 
Action  &  Recovery 

787 

Jeff  Hankens 

832 

Jack  Schoop 

877 

Joaime  Vinton 

788 

Michael  R.  Pitula 

833 

Center  for  Design  Studies 

878 

Maricopa  Audubon  Society 

789 

Summer  Laws 

834 

Henry  Halama 

879 

Lori  J.  Rumpf 

790 

Dunes-Calumet  Audubon  Society 

835 

Cin  Greyraven 

880 

Dave  Carlson 

791 

Tulare  County  Audubon  Society 

836 

Donald  C.  and  Mary  B.  Wieckowicz 

881 

Sharon  P.  Cavallo 

792 

Decatur  Audubon  Society 

837 

Richard  W.  Hoffman 

882 

Frank  Han 

793 

Kathy  Anderson 

838 

Brooke  H.  Bachmann 

883 

Heather  Cantino 

794 

Bruce  Kube 

839 

Dean  Dougherty 

884 

Charles  Phillips 

795 

Dorothy  Tripp  Taylor 

840 

Linda  Kraimne 

885 

Lori  Mangan 

796 

Maxim  Kostylev 

841 

James  R.  Pool 

886 

Harvey  Broome  Group,  Sierra  Club 

797 

Richard  Saretsky 

842 

Cathy  Yost 

887 

Mark  Newey 

798 

Tom  and  Gerry  Easton 

843 

Arnold  Talentino 

888 

Ruth  Bernstein  Hyman 

799 

James  Gerstley 

844 

Robert  G.  Stagman 

889 

Society  for  Integrative  and  Con^jarative 
Biology 

800 

Priscilla  Mather 

845 

Lola  Oberman 

890 

Sam  BocJier 

801 

Jan  Martin 

846 

Trygve  Anderson 

891 

Paul  Mahoney 

802 

Claire  Necker 

847 

Barbara  Smith 

892 

William  H.  Funk 

803 

JoAnn  Bowman 

848 

Janet  Wqjna 

893 

Pamela  Werner 

804 

[illegible] 

849 

The  Evergreen  Naturalists  Audubon 
Society,  Inc. 

894 

Diana  Redwood 

805 

May  Reed  and  Rick  Johnson 

850 

Charlie  Ott 

895 

Jonathan  Curley 

806 

Susan  M.  Williams 

851 

Native  Village  of  Baxrow 

896 

Virginia  Lacy 

807 

Jeffrey  Unger 

852 

E-mail  mail-in  campaign  (NAEC) 

897 

Christy  Halverson 

808 

P.  Forth 

853 

Hugh  A.  Bialecki 

898 

rein  hold  [e-mail  address] 

809 

William  Galli 

854 

Louis  Celenza 

899 

Denny  O'Neal 

810 

R.  W.  Hutchins 

855 

Ray  Vaughan 

900 

Alaska  Discovery,  Inc. 

811 

Doris  Rime 

856 

Andrew  J.  Orahoske 

901 

Philip  Kunzler 

812 

Melba  and  Willis  Simms  and  1 1  others 

857 

Sarah  DiJulio 

902 

Chris  White 

813 

Thalia  L.  Potter 

858 

Broward  County  Sierra  Club 

903 

Margaret  E.  Atwater 

814 

Gary  Margolis  and  Family 

859 

Nick  Patel 

904 

Thomas  Boyle 

815 

Brendan  McCann 

860 

Cold  Mountain,  Cold  Rivers 

905 

James  V.  Drew 

816 

Jamie  Vitale 

861 

Tory  Ewing 

906 

Becky  Statzel 

817 

Monica  Grunick 

862 

Vicky  Hoover 

907 

Paul  C.  Rusanowski 

818 

Keonda  Thompson 

863 

Kimberly  Wine 

908 

Lorie  B.  Kellogg 

819 

Kevin  J.  Bazner 

864 

Matt  Golec 

909 

Kedi  Bond 

820 

Lawrence  Gochioco 

865 

James  W.  Ehl 

910 

Andrea  FitzGibbon 

821 

John  Sciullo 

866 

John  W.Baker 

911 

Kim  Renninger 

822 

Melissa  Cox 

867 

Allan  Chen 

912 

Marisol  Quintana  Galetovic 
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913 

Terry  Finnegan 

958 

Carol  Blumenthal 

1003 

Marilyn  Dinger 

914 

Karen  Smith 

959 

Export  Council  of  Alaska 

1004 

Richard  Schuckman 

915 

Dcareen  Cavanaugh 

960 

Swan  Research  Program 

1005 

Nic  Korte 

916 

Danielle  Margo  Harris 

961 

Mary  Miles 

1006 

Chuck  Cheesman 

917 

David  A.  Brunetti 

962 

Mary  A.  Vincenti 

1007 

Catherine  Motycka 

918 

William  M.  Cox 

963 

Robert  Moss 

1008 

Mark  Brown 

919 

Diane  Sallee 

964 

Brad  P.  Agius 

1009 

Clark  W.Bailey 

920 

Joseph  Gaylo 

965 

William  H.  Hammer 

1010 

John  M  and  Sarah  W.  Bailey 

921 

Elizabeth  Gaylo 

966 

Karl  R.  Feller 

1011 

Stephen  R.  Roylance 

922 

Susan  B.  Gaylo 

967 

Phihp  R.  Machonis 

1012 

Mail-in  campaign 

923 

Richard  Spotts 

968 

Cynthia  Weeks  and  Don  Johnston 

1013 

Wallace  M.  Elton 

924 

Mark  R.  Jdinston 

969 

Alice  J.  Shane 

1014 

National  Audubon  Society, 
Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Office 

925 

M.  Hartzell 

970 

Elizabeth  Allen 

1015 

Michael  E.  Gordon 

926 

Margie  Pulliam 

971 

Rachel  E.  Bernatz 

1016 

Thomas  M.  Szot 

927 

Annette  DiBiase 

972 

Jeanne  Perkins 

1017 

John  E.  Kellogg 

928 

Greg  Juenemann 

973 

Carrie  Kuzma 

1018 

Jennifer  Whitaker 

929 

Clyde  H.Dilley 

974 

Roberta  Hiillip 

1019 

Kimberly  Wine 

930 

A.  R.  Lapalme 

975 

John  N.  Kent 

1020 

Ken  and  Debbie  McMaster 

931 

Patricia  Amos 

976 

Ozone  Action 

1021 

Sierra  Club- John  Muir  Chapter 

932 

Doug  Wiegard 

977 

Gwen  Mehring 

1022 

Thomas  Warner 

933 

Carol  E.  Hetcher 

978 

Bill  and  Marilyn  Voorhies 

1023 

Andrea  B.  Fox 

934 

Ursula  Mayer 

979 

Sidney  Falik 

1024 

Laurence  M.  Nuelle 

935 

Melyssa  C.  Guerry 

980 

KateF.  Conly 

1025 

Margie  J.  Haley 

936 

Marian  J.  Setter 

981 

Tina  Farley 

1026 

Terri  Lee  Frondell 

937 

Kansas  Audubon  Council 

982 

Aimalisa  Bragg 

1027 

Catherine  V.  Pardee 

938 

Beatrice  Monow 

983 

Theodore  and  Barbara  Mertig 

1028 

Claudia  Rector 

939 

Klamath  Forest  Alliance 

984 

Shelly  Banonis 

1029 

Jacqueline  B.  May 

940 

Marvin  P.  Ostrander 

985 

Briget  Baroni 

1030 

Joan  G.  Creager 

941 

Robin  M.  Pickens 

986 

Molly  Mueller 

1031 

Amy  Marsh 

942 

Georgia  Conti 

987 

Joel  Davis 

1032 

William  F.Jud 

943 

Douglas  W.  Martin 

988 

Kris  A.  Bronars 

1033 

Bethany  J.  Brosey 

944 

Deborah  and  Arnold  Katz 

989 

Kenneth  and  Cherie  Mason 

1034 

C.  Danita  Bohmer 

945 

Julie  Sussin 

990 

Arthur  Norcross 

1035 

John  Provenzale 

946 

Eric  P.  Weidman 

991 

Michael  J.  Zielski 

1036 

Lander  Valley  Chapter,  People  for  the 
USA 

947 

Laura  Turner  Lynch 

992 

Karen  Baker 

1037 

Roger  W.  Papier 

948 

M.  E.  Covert 

993 

Kevin  Porter 

1038 

Gordon  Bloom 

949 

Maggie  Murphy 

994 

Paul  David  Tuff 

1039 

Craig  and  Laura  Franciscus 

950 

Wilma  Katz 

995 

Lauren  Laitala 

1040 

Jeanne  M.  Duckworth 

951 

Mary  MacGregor 

996 

Sara  L.  Litke 

1041 

Alan  Carlton 

952 

Cindy  Malone 

997 

Margie  O'Brien 

1042 

Monica  Wesolowska 

953 

Mail-in  campaign,  mostly  Chicago-area 

998 

Mail-in  campaign  (People  for  the  USA, 
Missouri) 

1043 

Jim  O'Neill 

954 

Institute  for  Creative  Solutions 

999 

Mark  Herwig 

1044 

Lonner  Holden 

955 

City  ofWainwright,  AK 

1000 

CityofValdez 

1045 

Troy  Dunn 

956 

Patricia  Rawert 

1001 

Dennis  R,  Winters 

1046 

John  Maroney 

1       957 

Heather  Tillman 

1002 

Janet  Scott 

1047 

Shelley  Volk 
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1048 

Robert  C.  Walters 

1094 

Pamela  Glassoff 

1140 

Kyle  Cato 

1049 

Mark  M.  Giese 

1095 

Eleanor  Maclellan 

1141 

Helen  and  Wentworth  Clark 

1050 

James  B.  Mitchell 

1096 

Stanley  Gregory 

1142 

Sharon  Sielski 

1051 

Marilyn  Palmer 

1097 

Robin  Morton 

1143 

Jennifer  Rohrs 

1052 

Joe  and  Deborah  Toigo 

1098 

Brenda  Chandler 

1144 

Nicole  C.  Faulkner 

1053 

Kevin  Meyers 

1099 

Monica  Peri 

1145 

Lynda  Fanning 

1054 

Janet  Kuncl 

1100 

John  L.  Bukley 

1146 

Nate  Harris 

1055 

Donald  R.  Erwin 

1101 

Ruth  B.Whipple 

1147 

Susan  Olsen 

1056 

Thomas  M.  Szot 

1102 

Mary  Jane  Widmayer 

1148 

Audrey  Sobisek 

1057 

DonDumm 

1103 

Terrence  O'Neill 

1149 

Bryce  E.  Smith 

1058 

Susan  Payne 

1104 

Tom  Gilmore 

1150 

The  Emley  Family 

1059 

Mildred  M.  Martin 

1105 

Timothy  J.  Ream 

1151 

Henry  Peck 

1060 

Vincent  A.  Vespole 

1106 

Mary  J.  Feldman 

1152 

Violette  B.  Van  Belle 

1061 

Emily  Nobel-Maxwell 

1107 

Mary  Ann  Baruch 

1153 

Brenda  King 

1062 

Sarah  Blum 

1108 

M.  Ruth  Niswander 

1154 

Dorothy  F.Taylor 

1063 

Matthew  Mann 

1109 

Stanley  T.  Foo 

1155 

Koniag,  Incorporated 

1064 

Jessica  Parker 

1110 

Erich  Sperr 

1156 

Smokey  Norton 

1065 

Laura  Zaino 

nil 

Constance  Sechrest 

1157 

Alice  D.  Fischer 

1066 

William  R.  Nunamaker 

1112 

Lori  Terwilliger 

1158 

Melissa  Boyle 

1067 

Ernest  N.  Thompson 

1113 

C.  A.  Tsegi 

1159 

Lyndon  C.  Ibele 

1068 

Chad  Kopp 

1114 

Michael  Pagliarulo 

1160 

Peak  Oilfield  Service,  Co. 

1069 

P.  Swan 

1115 

Jimmy  L.  Hart 

1161 

Katherine  Delanoy 

1070 

Shafrin 

1116 

Dean  H.  duVemet 

1162 

Mitra  Sadeghpour 

1071 

J.  A  Geist 

1117 

Mark  Carroll  and  Janneen  Day 

1163 

Robert  Katz 

1072 

Marilyn  Naslund 

1118 

Gecffge  Strauss 

1164 

Jdin  Koranda 

1073 

Virginia  Steet 

1119 

Graydon  Dill 

1165 

Rebecca  Boyd 

1074 

Irene  Cannon-Geary 

1120 

Stephen  Canning 

1166 

David  and  Kathy  Richmond 

1075 

Bill  and  Terri  Michel 

1121 

Kate  Searle 

1167 

Puget  Sound  Urban  Wildlife 
Photograi*iy  Club 

1076 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  James  L.  Denison 

1122 

Deborah  Chirco-Macdonald 

1168 

Dharam  Singh  Khalsa 

1077 

unsigned 

1123 

Jan  and  Paul  Morrison 

1169 

Hugh  R.  Givens 

1078 

Arthur  Preyed 

1124 

Ady  Kendler 

1170 

Marcy  R.  Reed 

1079 

KimKlaas 

1125 

Pat  L.Jacobs 

1171 

Carlton  Walker 

1080 

Carolyn  Erbele 

1126 

Wendy  A.  Bekx 

1172 

Richard  Lehtinen 

1081 

Celia  R.  Reyes 

1127 

J(*n  E.  Kosar,  III 
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Joseph  Fitqjatrick 
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Eric  Scheuering 
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American  Copper  &  Nickel  Company 
Inc. 

1831 

Marathon  Oil  Company 
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George  B.Elliott 

1790 
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Don  W.  Williams 

1833 

Robert  and  Elizabeth  Witt 
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R.  A.  Bemick 
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Charles  W.  Haggans 
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Arctic  Slope  Regional  Corporation 
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Jan  Siebert-Wahummund 

1835 

[illegible] 
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U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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Willy  Dunne 

1836 

Damon  R.  Phillips 
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Robert  Lee  Corbett 

1795 

Patil  A.  Stunbom 

1837 
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1754 

Richard  G.  Wallace 

1796 

Kenneth  P.  Kedzior 
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Harriet  and  John  Wilcox 
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Alaska  Resource  Advisory  Council, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1756 

Mary  L.  Stevens 

1798 

Marjorie  L.  Lukanitsch 

1840 

James  E.  Robinson 

1757 

Wayne  Hall 
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Janeen  Herr 

1841 

Ruth  Wood 

1758 

Susan  Jane  Lillie 
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Paul  Ribar 

1842 

Rowe  [illegible] 

1759 

Murray  S.  Underwood 

1801 

Karen  Brewster 

1843 

Audubon  Society  chapter,  Winston- 
Salem,  NC 

1760 

Denise  Ulrich 

1802 

Simon  Crelli 

1844 

League  of  Women  Voters  of  Forsyth 
Co.,  NC 

1761 

Glen  D.  Macphee 

1803 

GeneP.  Rutledge 

1845 

Robert  Schmeizer 

1762 

Carl  Horten 

1804 

Amy  Maclean 

1846 

Edgar  A  Allshouse,  Jr. 

1763 

Hugh  E.  Earley 

1805 

Robert  M.  Harrold 

1847 

Fritz  Gerhardt 

1764 

Harvey  J.  Grimes 

1806 

Leola  Kraft 

1848 

Lori  Terwilliger 

1765 

Jckn  Lynch 

1807 

Florence  E.  Hanlan 

1849 

Ken  Russell 

1766 

Tenley  E.  Wurglitz 
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Alice  C.  Costello 
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Nancy  DeWitt 

1767 

Henry  H.  Paige 
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Dorothy  E.  Roberts 
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Maryellew  Strand 

1852 
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Presidents 

1769 

Dorthy  and  Harvey  Kuecker 

1811 

Sam  Gale 

1853 

Northern  Alaska  Environmental  Center 

1770 

Robert  K.  Allen 

1812 

Carl  Potts 

1854 

Pamela  A.  Miller 
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1855 

Mary  Reed 

1900 

Oilwatch  Alaska 

1945 

Genevieve  Estes 

1856 

Chapman  C.  Brown 

1901 

UIC  Ukpeagvik 

1946 

[illegible] 

1857 

Steve  Tway 

1902 

Yates  Petroleum  Corporation 

1947 

Baitlett 

1858 

Daniel  C.  Dodd 

1903 

Doug  Jones 

1948 

George  A.  Anderson 

1859 

Katherine  McKenzie 

1904 

Kathryn  Petersen 

1949 

Ted  Zukoski 

1860 

Joseph  &  Nancy  Hagarty 

1905 

Harold  L.  Reade 

1950 

Pioneer  Namral  Resources 

1861 

Steve  Reidsma 

1906 

Fred  B.  Hudspeth 

1951 

Alaska  Community  Action  on  Toxics 

1862 

Elma  H.  Matthew 

1907 

Deborah  Crouse,  Ph.D. 

1952 

Arctic  Audubon  Society 

1863 

George  Norris 

1908 

U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 

1953 

Celia  M.  Hunter 

1864 

Lisa  Moorehead 

1909 

Dan  Ritzman 

1954 

Laura  Ruth  Henry 

1865 

Dr.  J.  Z.  Ains worth 

1910 

Lou  McDonald 

1955 

Trish  Klahr 

1866 

Philip  &  Bette  Popiel 

1911 

Elizabeth  A.  Brensinger 

1956 

Scott  Species 

1867 

Wilderness  Birding  Adventures 

1912 

Robyn  Weaver 

1957 

DOWL  Engineers 

1868 

Bill  Arthur 

1913 

Tony  Rango 

1958 

Michael  W.  Gillenwater 

1869 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 

1914 

Ja5on  Ellis 

1959 

Cathleen  Kelly 

1870 

Paula  Hendrickson 

1915 

Calvin  C.  French 

1960 

Carol  Blaney 

1871 

The  American  Habitat  Club 

1916 

Bill  Oliver 

1961 

Jay  Kardan 

1872 

Michele  Mattingly 

1917 

Stina  Pope 

1962 

Sandra  Miles 

1873 

Lisa  Boland 

1918 

Joel  Butts 

1963 

D.  T.  Dorsey 

1874 

Frank  E.  Sivak 

1919 

Richard  Dale 

1964 

Christen  L.  Skaer 

1875 

Paula  Martin 

1920 

Tassos  Anastajisiades 

1965 

Marie  A.  Cecchini 

1876 

Robert  C.  Weed 

1921 

Kathy  Roediger 

1966 

Stuart  Clark 

1877 

Bert  Talbot 

1922 

Norman  N.  Crocker 

1967 

Christine  M.  Blazejewski 

1878 

Joan  Blyth-Lovell 

1923 

R.  Jan  Benjamin 

1968 

Kenneth  S.  Warren 

1879 

Mamie  King 

1924 

Harlo  Lenning 

1969 

Murray  Rosenthal 

1880 

TedB.Panaccion 

1925 

Jane  R.  Clark 

1970 

Eleanor  Franzke 

1881 

Kay  Mac  Neil 

1926 

Jonathan  Green 

1971 

John  M.  Nuss 

1882 

Gregory  K.  Michael 

1927 

JimEhl 

1972 

W.  Kerr  Godfirey 

1883 

Patricia  Witthauer 

1928 

Paul  Berteau 

1973 

Michael  Roth 

1884 

Barbara  Anne  Blackie 

1929 

Sarah  Wesseler 

1974 

Malcolm  Mac  [illegible] 

1885 

Claudia  Thompson 

1930 

Joyce  Tamow 

1975 

R.  B.  Rohn 

1886 

Tom  Vandenveel 

1931 

Susan  Straley 

1976 

Martha  J.  Jarrard 

1887 

Jill  Marie  Holden 

1932 

George  Ellman 

1977 

Mary  G.  Wesloh 

1888 

Ernest  D.  Malone 

1933 

TomBachmann 

1978 

Jill  Fughster 

1889 

Eric  Nielsen 

1934 

Margaret  Dale 

1979 

W.  Herbert  McHarg 

1890 

Marion  D.  Adams 

1935 

David  H.  Byman 

1980 

Linne  Lundbeck 

1891 

Leigh  Fox 

1936 

Summer  L.  Laws 

1981 

Patricia  Castator 

1892 

Raymond  Gravatt 

1937 

Keith  Robinson 

1982 

Clayton  M.  White,  Ph.D. 

1893 

Shirley  M.  Keeney 

1938 

Chris  Peredney 

1983 

Lawrence  and  Sharon  Freilich 

1894 

Francis  M.  Sippel-Wetmore 

1939 

R.  Gerry  Plimimer 

1984 

Michael  S.  Schmotzer 

1895 

Ralph  L.  Chatfield 

1940 

Steve  Brown 

1985 

Al  Gallo 

1896 

Alaska  Coalition  of  Minnesota 

1941 

Cara  O'  Neill 

1986 

Shell  ExplcH-ation  and  Production 
Company 

1897 

Arthur  N.  Milliken 

1942 

Helen  G.  Krauss 

1987 

Chugach  Alaska  Corporation 

1898 

Pacific  Coast  Federation  of  Fisherman's 
Association,  Inc. 

1943 

Louis  Filer 

1988 

Afognak  Native  Corporation 

1899 

Raptor  Research  Foundation,  Inc. 

1944 

[illegible] 

1989 

Brent  Senette 

J-16 


1990 

Matteo  Burani 

2008 

Joan  Dean 

2026 

Beth  S.  Carlson 

1991 

Dell  Eriksson 

2009 

Richard  D.  Scherer 

2027 

Thomas  and  Maria  Eisner 

1992 

Alaska  Furniture  MFRS,  Inc. 

2010 

Joseph  B.  Ogrin 

2028 

Eric  Schrading 

1993 

EvanPickford 

2011 

Harriet  W.  Cook 

2029 

A.  J.  Anderson 

1994 

Pam  Hewitt 

2012 

Janet  Ganter  Shaffer 

2030 

David  L.  Miller 

1995 

Andrea  Denham 

2013 

Darlene  Simdom 

2031 

Gale  Mead  Hey 

1996 

Gen  Graves 

2014 

Joseph  Miller 

2032 

Justin  Rood 

1997 

Chesapeake  Bay  Foundation 

2015 

Muriel  S.  Haywaid 

2033 

Julie  C.  Blunt 

1998 

Fritz  Gerhardt 

2016 

Nicki  Sanders 

2034 

Clark  H.  Coan 

1999 

Richard  Jefferies 

2017 

Marcus  Whiting 

2035 

Joseph  and  Voni  Strasser 

2000 

Kathrine  B.  Powell 

2018 

Christine  Witkowski 

2036 

Edward  J.  Blotzer 

2001 

Alaska  Management  Consultants 

2019 

Joel  MacAuslan 

2037 

P.  Brian  Rogers 

2002 

Paul  F.  Jacobson 

2020 

Frieda  Hutchison 

2038 

Dave  Tetreault 

2003 

EMzabeth  Dixon 

2021 

Homer  J.  Campbell 

2039 

John  R.  McGrail 

20O4 

Mail-in  campaign 

2022 

Sandra  D.  Lemke 

2040 

National  Audubon  Society 

2005 

David  Greensfielder 

2023 

Susarme  Faulstich 

2041 

Dubuque  County  (lA)  Conservation 
Society 

2006 

Tyme 

2024 

Albert  Frenkel 

2042 

New  York  Times  advertisement  clipping 

2007 

Walter  H.Mees,  Jr. 

2025 

Janie  Pederson 

2043 

Form  letter  Mail-in  (Natural  Resource 
Defense  Council 
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Allen  Smith 
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Daniel  Okomailak 
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Judy  Brady 

Fairbanks 

San  Francisco 

AN12 

Joseph  F.  Kirchner 

FAl 

Sean  McGuire 

SFl 

Paul  G.  Walker 

AN13 

Carl  Portman 

FA2 

Commissioner  Mary  Rutherford 
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Nic  Taylor 
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Pam  Miller 

FA3 

Andy  Keller 

SF3 
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AN15 

SorenWuerth 

FA4 

Dave  Klein 
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Susan  Alexander 

AN16 

Scott  Anaya 

FAS 

Sara  Callaghan 
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Sarah  Scanlan 

AN17 

Mario  Shedlock 

FA6 

Tonya  Schlentner 

SF6 

Bill  Gomez 

AN18 

Jay  Stange 

FA7 

Jeff  Cook 

SF7 

Ed  Waybum 
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Frank  Dillon 

FAS 

Daniel  Simien 

SF8 

Chris  Franklin 

AN20 

Jerry  McCutheon 

FA9 

Jim  Plaquet 

SF9 

Mike  Joyce 

AN21 

Karen  Cowart 

FAIO 

Mike  Joyce 

SFIO 

Aaron  Mitchell 

AN22 

Terry  Burrell 

FAll 

Linda  Benson 

SFU 

Paul  Rauber 

AN23 

Karen  Jettman 

FAl  2 

James  Young 

SF12 

Amy  Marsh 

AN24 

Jed  Whittaker 

FAl  3 

Richard  Chapell 

SFl  3 

Fred  Berdall 

AN25 

John  Schoen 

FA14 

Howard  Thies 

SFl  4 

Vicky  Hoover 

AN26 

ToddLiebl 

FAl  5 

Richard  Gaul 

SFl  5 

Norbert  Riedy 

AN27 

David  Cline 

FAl  6 

Steve  Fortelny 

SFl  6 

Joe  B.  Mathis 

AN28 

Bob  Bell 

FAl  7 

Steve  Springer 

SFl  7 

Pat  Davison 

AN29 

Terry  Cummings 

FAl  8 

Roger  Burggraf 

SFl  8 

Ken  Freeman 

AN30 

Wayne  Hall 

FAl  9 

Fred  Heflinger 

SFl  9 

Arthiu:  Freyer 

AN31 

Marilyn  Houser 

FA20 

Dave  DuHart 

SF20 

Laura  McGourty 

AN32 

Janeen  Hen- 

FA21 

Dave  Miller 

SF21 

Julie  Edlund 

AN33 

Sally  Schullinger 

FA22 

C.W.  Mahlen 

SF22 
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AN34 

Pat  Lavin 

FA23 

Joe  Thomas 

SF23 

Lisa  Jean 
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SF24 

Sara  Clusen 
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Alma  Bodfish 
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Paul  Fuhs 

SF25 

Barbara  Spolter 
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Winfired  Ahvakana 
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Philip  Radford 

SF26 

Kassia  Siegel 
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Brent  Plater 
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Johanna  Wald 
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Michael  McClosky 
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Kathy  Anderson 
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Martin  Thomas 
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Melyssa  Watson 
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Peter  Schurman 
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Esther  Duke 
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Rafael  Hores,  Jr. 
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Jeremy  Scheaffer 
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Jeanne  Reitz 
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Evan  Hirsche 
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Christine  Hansen 
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Trevor  Putbrase 
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Tom  Price 
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Mark  Anderson 
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Ann  Riley 
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Noah  K.  Phillips 
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John  McComb 
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Daniel  Roach 
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